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STATE PARTICIPATION IN MEAT INSPECTION 
PROGRAM 


FRIDAY, APRIL 1, 1960 


Houst or RepresENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON LivesToOCK AND FEED GRAINS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in room 1310, 
New House Office Building, Hon. W. R. Poage (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present : Representatives Poage, Matthews, Coad, Breeding, Hogan, 
Dague, Quie, and Short. 

Also present : Representatives Hagen, Levering, and Teague of Cali- 
fornia. 

Christine S. Gallagher, clerk; Hyde H. Murray, assistant clerk; 
and John J. Heimburger, counsel. 

Mr. Poace (presiding). The subcommittee will please come to order. 

Will you please call the roll, Mr. Heimburger ? 

Mr. Hermpurcer. Yes. 

(Thereupon, the roll was called and the following was present: 
Representative Poage.) 

(Members present subsequent to the rolleall : Representatives Poage, 
Matthews, Coad, Breeding, Dague, Quie, Short, Hagen, Levering, and 
Teague of California. ) 

Mr. Poacre. Without objection, the committee will proceed. 

We are meeting this morning to hear testimony on H.R. 8951, H.R. 
8954, and H.R. 9187. 

H.R. 8951, together with the report from the Department on it, will 
be made a part of the record at this point. 

(H.R. 8951, with report dated February 18, 1960; H.R. 8954, and 
H.R. 9187, with report dated February 18, 1960, follow :) 


[LH.R. 8951, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To permit the Department of Agriculture to cooperate with the meat inspection 
services of the various States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding the Act approved June 
5, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 98), the Secretary of Agriculture may cooperate subject to the 
conditions stated below and such further conditions as he deems necessary with 
agencies of States or subdivisions thereof and may conduct examinations, in- 
vestigations, and inspections as he determines practicable through any officer or 
employee of such agency who, upon recommendation of the responsible State offi- 
cial, is designated or appointed by the Secretary for such purpose and who is 
compensated by the State or subdivision thereof for such service. Under any 
such cooperative arrangement, the Secretary of Agriculture as a minimum shall 
have final authority: (1) to determine the individual plants under the State 
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system to which, upon recommendation of the responsible State official, the sery- 
ice will be extended and to withdraw such service from any plant which fails 
to conform with Federal requirements and orders; (2) to determine the in- 
dividual inspectors who will be designated or appointed and to withdraw such 
designations or appointments in his discretion: and (3) to cancel the arrange- 
ment completely upon withdrawal of adequate financial support by the State. 
Any person designated or appointed by the Secretary hereunder shall be deemed 
an “inspector” for the purposes of the provisions of the Meat Inspection Act 
relating to bribery of, or gifts to, inspectors or other officers and acceptance 
of gifts (21 U.S.C. 90). 


FEBRUARY 18, 1960, 
Hon. Harovp D. Coo.ry, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CooLey: This is in reply to your request of September 1, 
1959, for a report on H.R. 8951, a bill to permit the Department of Agriculture to 
cooperate with the meat inspection services of the various States. 

This Department does not recommend enactment of H.R. 8951. The bill would 
tend to move the Federal Government into the administration of intrastate trade, 
Also, it would have the potential of increasing Federal expenditures for meat 
inspection services. For example, meatpacking plants now doing business in 
intrastate trade which availed themselves of the provisions of this bill would 
most likely expand their operation into interstate trade. Thereafter, the entire 
responsibility and cost of inspection would devolve upon the Department unless 
the State or local jurisdiction should choose to continue to pay the costs. How- 
ever, should such legislation be passed despite these difficulties, the Department 
would interpose no objection and would, of course, administer its provisions to 
the benefit of the public. 

H.R. 8951 would enable the Secretary of Agriculture to use State-paid and 
State-employed meat inspectors as USDA inspectors in the Department's meat 
inspection program. The bill would provide for this notwithstanding the act 
approved July 5, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 98), which requires that the cost of administer- 
ing the Federal Meat Inspection Act with the exception of overtime costs be 
paid from appropriated funds. In connection with using the State-paid meat 
inspectors, the bill authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to deal directly with 
the individual meatpacking plant in connection with the granting of Federal 
meat inspection service to the plant, the maintenance of Federal standards of 
inspection in the plant, and the withdrawal of the grant of inspection where 
the plant fails to conform with the Federal requirements. The bill enables the 
Secretary to be selective in his appointing of a State-emploved and State-paid 
inspector to perform Federal meat inspection duties. The bill authorizes the 
Secretary to cancel the cooperative arrangement upon the withdrawal of ade- 
quate financial support by the State. The bill also applies the provisions of the 
Meat Inspection Act relating to bribery to situations arising out of arrangements 
made by the Secretary in accordance with the terms of the bill. 

The Federal Meat Inspection Act covers all meat moving in interstate or foreign 
commerce, including sales of meat to Federal agencies. Any meatpacking plant 
that meets the sanitary standards and whose products are to move interstate can 
obtain a grant of Federal meat inspection without any further enabling legisla- 
tion. Under existing arrangements, there is no duplication of inspection. H.R. 
8951 would permit the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with State agencies 
or subdivisions thereof to extend Federal meat inspection to plants engaged in 
intrastate commerce. This would provide for Federal administration in what 
has been regarded as intrastate trade. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


TRUE D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 
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[H.R. 8954, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To permit the Department of Agriculture to cooperate with the meat inspection 
services of the various States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding the Act approved June 
5, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 98), the Secretary of Agriculture may cooperate subject to 
the conditions stated below and such further conditions as he deems necessary 
with agencies of States or subdivisions thereof and may conduct examinations, 
investigations, and inspections as he determines practicable through any officer 
or employee of such agency who, upon recommendation of the responsible State 
official, is designated or appointed by the Secretary for such purpose and who is 
compensated by the State or subdivision thereof for such service. Under any 
such cooperative arrangement, the Secretary of Agriculture as a minimum shall 
have final authority: (1) to determine the individual plants under the State 
system to which, upon recommendation of the responsible State official, the serv- 
ice will be extended and to withdraw such service from any plant which fails 
to conform with Federal requirements and orders; (2) to determine the indi- 
vidual inspectors who will be designated or appointed and to withdraw such 
designations or appointments in his discretion; and (3) to cancel the arrange- 
ment completely upon withdrawal of adequate financial support by the State. 
Any person designated or appointed by the Secretary hereunder shall be deemed 
an “inspector” for the purposes of the provisions of the Meat Inspection Act 
relating to bribery of, or gifts to, inspectors or other officers and acceptance of 
gifts (21 U.S.C. 90). 


(H.R. 9187, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To permit the Department of Agriculture to cooperate with the meat inspection 
services of the various States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, notwithstanding the Act approved June 
5, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 98), the Secretary of Agriculture may cooperate subject to 
the conditions stated below and such further conditions as he deems necessary 
with agencies of States or subdivisions thereof in performing services for meat 
and meat food products and conduct examinations, investigations, and inspec- 
tions as he determines practicable through any officer or employee of such agency 
who, upon recommendation of the responsible State official, is designated or 
appointed by the Secretary for such purpose and who is compensated by the 
State or subdivision thereof for such service. Under any such cooperative ar- 
rangement, the Secretary of Agriculture as a minimum shall have final authority: 
(1) to determine the individual plants under the State system to Which, upon 
recommendation of the responsible State official, the service will be extended and 
to withdraw such service from any plant which fails to conform with Federal 
requirements and orders; (2) to determine the individual inspectors who will 
be designated or appointed and to withdraw such designations or appointments 
in his discretion; and (3) to cancel the arrangement completely upon withdrawal 
of adequate financial support by the State. Any person designated or appointed 
by the Secretary hereunder shall be deemed an “inspector” for the purposes of 
the provisions of the Meat Inspection Act relating to bribery of, or gifts to, in- 
spectors or other officers and acceptance of gifts (21 U.S.C. 90). 


FEBRUARY 18, 1960. 
Hon. Harotp D, CooLry, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CooLtey: This is in reply to your request of October 21, 
1959, for a report on H.R. 9187, a bill to permit the Department of Agriculture 
to cooperate with the meat inspection services of the various States. 

This Department does not recommend enactment of H.R. 9187. The bill 
would tend to move the Federal Government into the administration of intra- 
state trade. Also, it would have the potential of increasing Federal expendi- 
tures for meat-inspection services. For example, meatpacking plants now doing 
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business in intrastate trade which availed themselves of the provisions of this 
bill would most likely expand their operation into interstate trade. Thereafter, 
the entire responsibility and cost of inspection would devolve upon the Depart. 
ment unless the State or local jurisdiction should choose to continue to pay the 
costs. However, should such legislation be passed despite these difficulties, the 
Department would interpose no objection and would, of course, administer its 
provisions to the benefit of the public. 

H.R. 9187 would enable the Secretary of Agriculture to use State-paid and 
State-employed meat inspectors as USDA inspectors in the Department’s meat- 
inspection program. The bill would provide for this notwithstanding the act 
approved July 5, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 98) which requires that the cost of administer- 
ing the Federal Meat Inspection Act with the exception of overtime costs be paid 
from appropriated funds. In connection with using the State-paid meat in- 
spectors, the bill authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to deal directly with 
the individual meatpacking plant in connection with the granting of Federal] 
meat-inspection service to the plant, the maintenance of Federal standards of 
inspection in the plant, and the withdrawal of the grant of inspection where the 
plant fails to conform with the Federal requirements. The bill enables the 
Secretary to be selective in his appointing of a State-employed and State-paid 
inspector to perform Federal meat-inspection duties. The bill authorizes the 
Secretary to cancel the cooperative arrangement upon the withdrawal of ade- 
quate financial support by the State. The bill also applies the provisions of the 
Meat Inspection Act relating to bribery to situations arising out of arrangements 
made by the Secretary in accordance with the terms of the bill. 

The Federal Meat Inspection Act covers all meat moving in interstate or 
foreign commerce, including sales of meat to Federal agencies. Any meatpacking 
plant that meets the sanitary standards and whose products are to move inter- 
state can obtain a grant of Federal meat inspection without any further enabling 
legislation. Under existing arrangements, there is no duplication of inspection. 
H.R. 9187 would permit the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with State 
agencies or subdivisions thereof to extend Federal meat inspection to plants 
engaged in intrastate commerce. This would provide for Federal administration 
in what has been regarded as intrastate trade. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


Mr. Poace. Mr. Hagen, the author of one of the bills, is present, 
and we will hear from him now. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HARLAN HAGEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE 14TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Hacer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would 
first ask leave to appear subsequently, or to submit a subsequent 
statement. 

I merely want to outline the problem as I see it. I want to thank 
you for holding this hearing. 

I would also like to ask that this heari Ing be continued after today 
on request, because there are witnesses who are interested in this prob- 
lem who have not had time to prepare their position for presentation 
today. 

I want to state at the outset that it is not my desire in introducing 
my bill to downgrade 1 pound of meat or anyone's job. 

I might say that I have been on both sides of this question, men- 
tally, although I have presented one of the bills, and I want to refer 
to the Department’ s report on my bill which I would describe as 
praising my bill with faint damns which is about the best way that I 
can ¢ haracterize it. 
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My main desire is to effectually explore a very difficult question to 
the end of helping small business improve the quality of and lowering 
the price of all U.S. purchases of red meat. 

As I see it, the issues presented here are factually in this narrow 
area. 

Federal meat inspection to be an effective instrument had two 
courses to follow: One, establishing the value of the label such as 
occurs in grading, and two, the more radical and restrictive course 
of prohibition of inte1 state and export commerce and sales to the 
Government. 

The methods of implementing this very old law which I under- 
stand has changed only three times in its history since 1906 are the 
following: 

(1) Plant standards enforced by licensing and pene : 

(2) Product standards enforced by post mortem carcass in- 
spection and product inspection ine luding standards ter the addi- 
tion of nonmeat additives. 

These are the anomalies that currently exist, as I understand them. 

These same restrictive rules are not applied to similar sales of 
drugs and other foods, including milk products, which have acquired 
State inspection approval, and which move in interstate commerce 
freely, in spite of the fact that they could equally be more deleterious 
to the health and welfare of the public than meats. 

Of the second anomaly, of all of the tests, only the post mortem 
carcass inspection is applied to imported meat or to make it eligible 
for Federal approval. This is, in effect, a recognition of foreign 
plants and inspection greater and more lenient than that which is 
afforded to domestic State approved plants and products. 

It is asserted that many State-: tg ed plants which cannot get 
a Federal license today exist side by side with inferior f federally 
licensed plants. In part, this is attributed to Federal licensing during 
the war, when the demand for meat was over whelming, or to a failure 
to supervise properly the modernization and/or upkeep of Federal 
plants. 

The further charges we made that Federal plant standards are either 
archaic in terms of modern technology or that such standards are 
unevenly or unfairly applied to plants of admitted value seeking 
Federal status. 

It is not charged, but could be implied, that such restrictive appli- 

‘ation of standards was designed to aid in the perpetuation of 
monopoly situation in some areas. 

Now, a further allegation which could be explored i is that the his- 
tory of appropriations for Federal meat inspection has been such 
that it has exercised as a brake on approval of plants which would 
admittedly qualify for Federal inspection. In other words, there 
just has not been enough money provided to supply the personnel 
which would be necessary to an expansion of the Federal inspection 
program. And this is one of the reasons, if it is factual, that these 
proponents feel that the Federal approval of approved State inspec- 
tion of plants and products would alleviate fairly a very difficult 
situation. 

I would hope that the witnesses would cast factual light on some 
or all of these charges and implications. 


54787—60——_2 








6 STATE PARTICIPATION IN MEAT INSPECTION PROGRAM 


I personally am not wedded to this bill if another solution present- 
ing relief is found. It may be that it requires only a removal of the 
restriction on export sales and/or sales to Government agencies which 
might be deemed desirable. 

The first, on the theory that foreign trade should be conducted by 
different standards; the second on the theory that Federal purchases 
are large ones handled by skilled agents who can almost personally 
certify as to the quality of the products acquired. ‘ 

I might add finally that real thought should be given to this matter 
of the import of foreign carcasses which constitute a definite threat to 
our livestock economy and certainly should not have any easier treat- 
ment, inspectionwise, than domestically produced meats. 

I wish to thank you, Mr. Chairman. And as I say, I would like 
the opportunity to file a subsequent statement or perhaps to appear 
again. I would ask that you give very serious thought to continuing 
these hearings toa later date and perhaps if we cannot take any action 
on this bill, to conduct a personal inspection of some of these prob- 
lems in California and other areas, after the Congress adjourns. 

Thank you again. 

Mr. Poacr. Thank you. 

Do you care to call the other witnesses, or do you want the Chair to 
do it? 

Mr. Hagen. No; I think you should. 

Mr. Marrnews. before the witnesses are called, may I say to my 
colleague how much I have enjoyed his testimony? He is a wonder- 
ful person and has contributed wonderfully, and I want to assure him 
that I will give him my sympathetic consideration. 

Mr. Poager. Very well. 

The first witness I have on the list is Dr. Clarkson, Associate Ad- 
ministrator, ARS, of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Treacue of California. May I ask permission to be heard briefly? 
Mr. Poacr. Very well. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES M. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE 13TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Teacur. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in the 
interest of saving time, I would like to request and I do request that 
I be permitted to associate myself with the remarks made by Mr. 
Hagen and also I ask unanimous consent to have my written state- 
ment incorporated into the record. 

Mr. Poace. Without objection, that will be done. 

Mr. Tracve of California. Also 1 have received a telegram this 
morning, and unless it is a duplicate of others, I would request that 
this be inserted now into the record. It is a telegram from Peter 
Eckrich & Sons, Inc. 

Mr. Poace. We have that. 

Mr. Tracur of California. If it is already in, there is no necessity of 
having it duplicated. 

I do endorse this principle involved in the legislation. I am sure, as 
you always do with your interest in these problems and the care and 
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study with which you always address yourself to them, that you will 
carefully consider the presentation which will follow. 

And if there are amendments or changes or improvements needed in 
these proposed bills, I, as one of the sponsors, certainly would be very 
happy to agree, if I may put it that way, to any changes which the sub- 
committee finds advisable. 

Mr. Poace. ‘Thank you. 

Mr. Tracve of California. Thank you. 

Mr. Hacen. I might say that I have received several reports of sup- 
port from various States, including California, Washington, Oregon, 
Tllinois, Texas, and Alabama, 

Mr. Poacr. Mr. Teague’s statement will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CHARLES M,. TEAGUE, OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles M. Teague. I have the honor to represent 
the 18th District of California. I will keep my remarks brief as succeeding 
witnesses will undoubtedly go into detail for the benefit of this committee. 

The approval of this committee of the legislation now before it is important 
not only to the people of my district but to all of California. Indeed it will as 
well provide valuable to the economies of other States who are able to gain its 
advantages. 

The meat packing and producing industry is substantial in California. I will 
not belabor the point but I believe it fair to state, that in terms of the taxes any 
“going” industry pays to the State wherein it resides, the meatpacking industry 
is most important to the economic welfare of the State and its residents. The 
purpose of this legislation is to enable that industry to grow and in so growing 
its prosperity will be reflected in the State’s welfare. 

The legislation at hand provides that the Department of Agriculture approve 
the meat inspection systems of only those States whose systems meet the rigid 
standards of the Federal Government. California is proud to number herself 
among those whose standards are high. The California meat inspection law 
which has served the State very well since 1917 is almost identical with the 
Federal law. It sets the same high standards in its regulations and require- 
ments, in fact in at least one regard California’s standards outdo those of the 
Federal Government. All of California’s inspections are under State civil 
service and are subject to stringent criminal statutes for breach of performance. 
And the grading service of the U.S. Department of Agricultures’ Agricultural 
Marketing Service has approved all California’s inspected establishments. 

The legislation is necessary for many good reasons, a few of which I will 
cite. Presently Federal laws discrminate against State-inspected meat. As of 
now the State-inspected slaughterhouses cannot sell their meat to Federally 
inspected processing plants despite the protection of the California State in- 
spection system. The State-inspected establishments cannot sell their products 
to any branch of the armed services, nor to Federal prisons, hospitals, or other 
Federal agencies, nor may their products go into interstate commerce. State- 
inspected meat cannot be purchased by the Federal farm relief agencies for use 
in school lunch programs thus depriving the corporate taxpayer of doing busi- 
ness having to do with the schools his tax money supports. We need to correct 
this situation. 

Passage of this legislation will have a salient effect on my State’s meat pack- 
ing and processing industry. The State-inspected packers will no longer be 
burdened by the aforementioned restraints. Further, other States will be en- 
couraged to foster and adopt meat inspection laws of such high standards as 
to meet the Federal criteria and obtain Federal recognition. This legislation 
would place the State-inspected packers on a level with the federally inspected 
plants. 

In closing one minor suggestion. Congressman Hagen’s Bill (H.R. 8951), 
Congressman Horan’s (H.R. 8954) and my own bill (H.R. 9187) are today 
before this committee. They are very similar, in fact, almost identical. In 
order to clarify the legislation and to reassure the Department of Agriculture 
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that this bill, if it becomes statute, will support rather than preempt their 
authority I suggest the following changes in the language of 
Hagen’s bill : 

In line 7 of page 1 strike the word “may” and after the word “thereof” insert 
“in performing services for meat and meat food products.” At line & after 
the word “practicable” insert “pursuant to the provisions, limitations, of the 
Meat Inspection Act. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the committee’s courtesy in hearing my testi- 
mony and for the reasons stated here I urge that you favorably report this 
legislation. 


Congressman 


Mr. Poace. Dr. C larkson, we will hear you now. 

Dr. Crarkson. Mr. Chairman, I have with me Dr. Miller, who js 
Director of the Meat Inspection Division, as well as Mr. Lejko, who 
is assistant to the Administrator. 

Mr. Poacr. We are very glad to have you gentlemen with us. We 
hope that you will take part in the testimony. 


STATEMENT OF DR. M. R. CLARKSON, ASSOCIATE ADMINISTRATOR; 
ACCOMPANIED BY DR. A. R. MILLER, DIRECTOR, MEAT INSPEC- 
TION DIVISION, AND S. P. LEJKO, ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINIS- 
TRATOR, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE OF THE US. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Dr. Ciarkson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we 
are pleased to appear before you to discuss H.R. 8951 and two similar 
bills which would authorize the Department of Agriculture to cooper- 
ate with the meat inspection services of the various States. 

The Department’s views concerning H.R. 8951 and H.R. 9187 were 
transmitted to the committee on February 18, 1960. Those views 
would also apply to H.R. 8954. 

The Department’s report indicated that it did not favor enactment 
of the bills since such legislation’ would tend to move the Federal Gov- 
ernment into the administration of intrastate trade. Also, such legis- 
lation would have the potential of increasing Federal expenditures 
for meat inspection services. For example, meatpacking plants now 
doing business in intrastate trade which would avail themselves of 
the provisions of such legislation would most likely expand their 
operations into interstate trade. Thereafter, the entire responsibility 
and cost of inspection would devolve upon the Department unless the 
State or local jurisdiction should choose to continue to pay the costs. 

However, should such legislation be passed despite the difficulties 
mentioned above, the Department would interpose no objection and 
would, of course, administer its provisions to the benefit of the public. 

The bills would provide discretionary authority to the Secretary of 
Agriculture for the performance of meat inspection operations by 
utilizing State-paid and State-employed meat inspectors. This would 
be a modification of the act of June 5, 1948 (21 U.S.C. 98), which 
requires that the cost of administering the Federal Meat Inspection 
Act, with the exception of overtime costs, be paid from Federal appro- 
priations. 

The Secretary of Agriculture would have the final authority to deal 
directly with the individual meatpacking plant in connection with 
the granting of Federal meat inspection service to the plant, the main- 
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tenance of Federal standards of inspection in the plant, and the with- 
drawal of the grant of inspection if the plant fails to conform with 
the Federal requirements. 

In connection with the performance of such meat inspection duties, 
the selection, appointment, and withdrawal of appointments of State- 
employed and State-paid inspectors would be at the discretion of 
the Secretary of Agriculture. The Secretary could cancel any co- 
operative arrangement upon the withdrawal of adequate financial 
support by the State. The provisions of the Meat Inspection Act 
(21 U.S.C. 90) relating to bribery or acceptance of gifts would be 
made applicable to persons involved in operations authorized by 
these bills. 

All meat moving in interstate or foreign commerce, including meat 
sold to Federal agencies, is subject to the provisions of the Federal 
Meat Inspection Act. The Department’s meat inspection service is 
responsible for carrying out the provisions of this act by utilizing 
Federal inspectors. Funds for such Federal inspection services are 
derived entirely from federally appropriated funds with the excep- 
tion of overtime services for which reimbursements are received from 
packing establishments. ’ 

Before any meatpacking plant is eligible to do business in inter- 
state commerce, it must meet the requirements of Federal standards 
and conforms to the accepted practices in accordance with the Depart- 
ment’s regulations with respect to the wholesomeness of the meat 
and meat food products. When a meatpacking plant meets such 
requirements, it can obtain the services of Feder: aa inspection 
without any further enabling legislation. The plants which would 
come within the jurisdiction of this proposed legislation would be 
subject to the same Federal standards applicable to plants engaged 
in interstate commerce. This is an essential part of the requirement 
in order to insure the wholesomeness of the product and to avoid 
carrying out meat inspection activities under two standards. 

Under existing arrangements, there is no duplication of inspection 
services. The proposed legislation would permit the Secretary of 
Agriculture to cooperate with State agencies or subdivisiens thereof 
to extend Federal meat inspection to plants engaged in intrastate 
commerce. This would, therefore, move the Federal Government into 
the administration of intrastate trade. We do not believe that this 
is necessary since any concern which desires to do business in inter- 
state commerce can readily avail itself of Federal meat inspection 
services if its plant meets Federal requirements. 

Mr. Chairman, this completes my statement. If it is agreeable to 
the committee, we would be pleased to have the letter of February 
18, 1960, from the Acting Secretary of Agriculture concerning H.R. 
8951 inserted in the record at this point. The Department’s report 
on H.R. 9187 is identical to the report on H.R. 9851. 

Mr. Poacer. It said substantially the same thing you have said. 
We have already incorporated that into the record. 

Dr. CLarkson. Thank you. 

Mr. Poacr. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Hagen. I would like to first point out, Mr, Chairman, that 
in the report of the Acting Secretary, dated February 18, 1960, the 
statement is made: 
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However, should such legislation be passed despite these difficulties, the 
Department would interpose no objection and would, of course, administer its 
provisions for the benefit of the public. 

I assume that that means that you are not likely to oppose this 
legislation if it passed the Congress / 

Dr. CLarKson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hagen. And probably would not recommend that it be vetoed? 

Dr. CLarkson. That is correct. 

Mr. Hagen. I want to explore with you some of these problems that 
I have discovered in the course of considering this legislation. I want 
to say first that I am not an expert on this subject. 

First, on the matter of appropriations, I have received some indica- 
tion that there has been somewhat of a roadblock thrown in the w ay 
of four or five plants qualifying for Federal inspection by reason of 
the fact of budgetary appropriations for the service not having been 
adequate. Is that a fair statement? 

Dr. CLarkson. I would like to amend it somewhat, if you will per- 
mit me to. 

Mr. Hacen. Yes. 

Dr. CLrarKkson. The adequacy of appropriations has been a real 
problem to us, because the numbers of plants requiring the service 
has increased rather rapidly since the war. However, we have not re- 
fused inspection to any plant because of budgetary considerations, 
But what we have had to do across the board, at times when we have 
been short of men, has been to spread our men as best we could. That 
has resulted in some slowdown of operations, in plants operating 
under Federal inspection. But we have not refused inspection to any 
plant because of a shortage of men. 

Mr. Hacen. Let us take a hypothetical case. In the State of Cali- 
fornia, say, in a small town 300 miles from San Francisco, where there 
is a jobber—it would be unlikely that there would be a jobber there, 
but let us assume that, that he has a good plant, he is the only one 
operating in the area. Heretofore, he has obviously not sold to the 
Federal Government in interstate commerce or into export, and he 
comes to you and wants Federal inspection. Is he likely to get it? 

Dr. CrarKson. If he is just jobbing, that is, if he is just buying 
and selling, he would have no need for Federal inspection, because the 
parts that he wishes to move interstate would be secured from plants 
operating under Federal inspection. The products can then move, 
even though they pass through his jobbing establishment, if he has 
not changed them or if they have not deteriorated during that time. 

If he is in the processing business, and his plant is a good one—and 
there are many such good plants in California that I know would 
qualify—and he intends that a portion of his business will be in 
interstate commerce, and in the form of direct shipments to customers, 
or it might go into a federally inspected plant for processing with 
other meats, or it might be on sale to the Armed Forces, that would 
be sufficient notice of intention to comply with the requirements of 
the law. We give inspection only to those who have intention of 
doing business in interstate commerce. You cannot get into inter- 
state commerce until you have Federal inspection. 
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Mr. Hacen. One of the problems of State inspection jobbers is 
that even federally inspected meat loses its Federal character the 
minute that meat gets to his plant. Is that not correct / 

Dr. CLarKson. When you use the word “jobber,” I am not sure 
that we are thinking of the same thing. I was thinking of someone 
who buys and sells without processing, that is without curing, chop- 
ping and mixing operations in making frankfurters, and that sort 
of thing. If federally inspected meat comes into his plant and it is 
marked, either wrapped or on the carcass, it can then move freely in in- 
terstate commerce after going through his plant if it is not processed or 
the marks have not been removed or it has not deteriorated or spoiled. 

Mr. Hacen. But if he took a knife to that meat it would lose its 
Federal character 4 

Dr. CLarKson. Not necessarily. If he divides it into steaks, for 
example, and there are no marks left on the steaks, then that does 
lose its eligibility for interstate commerce. We have provided in 
our regulations for a service of this type to plants on a reimbursable 
basis, to see to it that the product which merely has been cut and 
loses its identity can have these marks reapplied to them. 

Mr. Hacen. Are you saying that anyone could come to you and 
say, “We have a definite intention to make military sales and ship in 
interstate commerce,” and assuming his plant was standard, and so 
forth, that he can get automatic Federal inspection ? 

Dr. CLarkson. Yes, sir; if he is conducting processing, he must be 
doing some of this processing that I mentioned. We do not extend 
inspection to the jobbers and the wholesalers where they are just 
moving meat through the plant. 

Mr. Hagen. Of course, I understand that many jobbers do some- 
thing to the product that causes it to lose its Federal character. 

Dr. Ctarkson. We have inspection in plants where they are con- 
ducting, in proportion to their main business, a rather small propor- 
tion of processing. It is for that purpose, and not for the jobbing 
purpose. Once it is in there, we have control over the operations in the 
entire plant. 

Mr. Hacen. Are you saying that there has been no problem of this 
character ? 

Dr. CrarKson. I recognize that there are problems. The people 
who are here from the industry will be able to recite them. We are 
not in agreement as to the extent of their problems. If they have 
State inspection and supply intrastate trade, they can buy freely from 
both federally and nonfederally inspected sources. If they come in 
under Federal inspection, then they are restricted in their buying to 
only that meat which has been under Federal inspection. So there is 
a problem for them. 

If this bill were passed, it was their belief that it would help to 
solve that problem. They believe that enough of those who are under 
State inspection would avail themselves of this service, that they 
would have a greater flexibility in their purchasing. Frankly, we have 
differed with them that that would be the result, but that is a difference 
of opinion as to what people would do if the legislation were passed. 

Mr. Hacen. Let us take this case again that I mentioned—a man 
who is 300 miles from nowhere, except possibly a large military instal- 
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lation nearby. He is not a big operator. Assuming you license him, 
what are his problems? His buyi ing is not large enough, perhaps, to 
justify keeping an inspector there all of the time. Does he not have 
problems getting an inspector there, and paying overtime, and go 
forth ? 

Dr. CiarKson. I think the establishment you identify is one that 
has perhaps only an occasional sale to a local military establishment, 
There isa problem involved in that situation. There are two aspects of 
it that must be kept separate. Meat which moves interstate, whether it 
is in the hands of the military, or whether it is going to the military 
must come under Federal inspection. But in the case of meat going 
within the same State to a military establishment there is nothing in the 
law that requires that meat to have been federally inspected. 

Now then, that comes down to a matter of purchasing policy by the 
Government agency, the Army, the Navy, or whoever it may be. If 
they require only federally inspected meat, then this small operator 
who is next door has no opportunity to serve them without getting 
Federal inspection. 

From our st: andpoint, as you say, if you move it interstate, you must 
have the inspection. As this operator says, “My only interstate outlet 
that. I antic ipate is to sell to the Army,’ “and this is not going to move 
out of the Sts ite, he would not have any justification for Federal in- 
spection. But if he is just going to sell it to the Army, we take that as 
evidence of interstate movement, because we know that the Army, 
getting long on meat in one place and short in another, will move it, 
and they oftentimes move it without notice. So that the sale to the 
agency is evidence of interstate commerce from the standpoint of his 
apply’ ing for and getting inspection. He does not have to have inspec- 
tion by law in order to supply a military establishment in his own 
State for consumption in that State. 

Mr. Hacen. However, it would be presumed that an Army sale is an 
interstate sale requiring Federal inspection. 

Dr. CLarkson. That is evidence of his intention to deal in interstate 
commerce and thus sufficient to authorize the Secretary to extend in- 
spection to his plant. If his meat is not moved across the State line, 
he is not mone to the penalties. 

Mr. Poacr. If he wants Federal inspection you will give it to him; 
does it not come down to that? 

Dr. CLarKkson. Yes, 

Mr. Poacr. If he wants to sell to the Army, he has to have Federal 
inspection ? 

Dr. Ctarkson. If the Army requires it. 

Mr. Poacre. And the Army does require it? 

Dr. Ciarkson. I think so. 

Mr. Poace. We all know the fact is that the Army does require 
it. If he wants to sell to the Army, he has to have Federal inspec- 
tion; and, if he wants Federal inspection, he gets it from you under 
the present law ; is that not right? 

Dr. Cirarkson. Yes. 

Mr. Poacr. What is the fight about then ? 

Mr. Hacen. These statements of policy differ from what some 
people believe has been the policy in California; moreover a policy 
is worthless if it is ignored for one reason or another. 
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Mr. Poace. I am just trying to simplify this thing. There does 
not seem to be any problem, If he wants to sell to the Army, he has 
to have Federal inspection; and if he wants Federal inspection, you 
will give it to him if he is going to sell to the Army ? 

Dr. CLarkson. Yes, 

Mr. Poace. That is all there is to it, is it not? What is the rest of 
it? What is the rest of the problem ? 

Mr. Hagen. Some people argue, Mr. Chairman, that the Federal 
inspection is not that easy to cet because of a lack of funds or because 
of policy. It is alleged that “the policy in practice has not been the 
policy stated here. 

I want to ask you this: Is it not true that milk products and the 
like, and drugs, move in interstate commerce without Federal in- 
spection? This may be out of your field. 

Dr. Crarkson. As you say, that is out of my field. There is quite 
a body of law on requirements for preclearance of new drugs. I 
would not attempt to discuss that one with you, Mr. Hagen. The 
Food and Drug Administration people would have to do that. In the 
field of biologics, there is inspection and preclearance, both for 
veterinary use and for human use. 

Mr. Hagen. I want to ask you about the situation on the import of 
foreign meats, Is it true that the only inspection applied to imports 
coming into this country is on the carcass, a post. mortem carcass 
inspection—that is the only inspection that is required ? 

Dr. Cuarkson. No, sir. This has been the subject of a good deal 
of difference of opinion and a good deal of unhappiness in the cur- 
rent situation. The provisions of the Taritf Act de: ling with the im- 
portations of meat require the Secretary of Agr iculture to evaluate 
the inspection service in the country of origin and to determine 
whether that system is essentially the same as our own. 

In doing that we use the full facilities of our agricultural attaché 
system and the facilities of the State Department, backed up with such 
expert review as is necessary from our own people. When it is found 
that the system is the same, then agreements are reached for the ac- 
ceptance of the certification of the appropriate official of that foreign 
government for the products to come into this country. Their labels 
have to be approved by us. So far as preservatives and chemicals are 
concerned, they must meet the same requirements. We have labora- 
tories to check on them when they come in. 

When our own inspector inspects an import lot, he gives this prod- 
uct inspection as to its current condition, its labeling, backed up with 
such laboratory analyses as he thinks are appropriate. 

Then if the requirements are met, the products are marked and by 
law considered the same as domestic meat, and they move freely. 

Mr. Hacen. I understand that in effect you are delegating the duties 
that you normally perform for parts of the domestic industry to for- 
eigners; whereas domestic meat processors are closely supervised by 
Federal employees with respect to plant standards and both ante and 
post mortem animal inspection, that is not the case with foreign proces- 
sors. 

Dr. Cuarkson. It would be a kind of operation that would not be 
feasible with regard to movements within our own country, because 
if we applied the same system, then we would have to have a system 
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of permits and certification and reinspection of products as they move 
across State lines, and that would be an unmanageable thing in this 
country, in our opinion. 

Mr. Hagen. That is the reason you refuse to accord domestic in- 
spection the same status as foreign inspection ? 

Dr. Cuarxson. Our feeling is that if it is the desire of the Congress 
that meats covered under this bill are to move interstate, then this js 
the way to do it, rather than following the procedure we use with for- 
elgn countries. 

Mr. Hacen. For example, great quantities of meat come in from 
Mexico into this country, into Texas, Arizona, and California? 

Dr. CuarKson. Yes. 

Mr. Hacen. And on the average, the only inspection. that meat 
gets from the U.S. Department of Agriculture official is the post 
mortem carcass inspection. 

Dr. CiarKson. Reinspection at the border or at the first point, at 
least, before it is released from customs jurisdiction. 

Mr. Hacen. And assuming some failure in the foreign inspection, 
health hazards are possible ‘because post mortem carcass inspection 
is no really adequate by your standards ? 

Dr, Ciarkson. It must have had this previous inspection in order 
to meet it. 

Mr. Hagen. It is not like the domestic inspection ? 

Dr. CiarKkson. If we find that it is not being done, then we with- 
draw our recognization of the work of the foreign government. 

Mr. Hagen. That is all. 

Mr. Treacue of California. I do not have a question of the witness, 
but I would like to express this thought, however. 

Congressman Horan of Washington is one of the authors and co- 
sponsors of this proposal. It was my understanding he had prepared 
a written statement and was to have sent it to me to be presented here 
today. 

May I ask permission to have it inserted into the record ? 

Mr. Poace. It will be inserted into the record. 

(The prepared statement of Hon. Walter Horan follows:) 


TESTIMONY oF Hon. Watt HoRAN, OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for allowing me to appear before you 
today during your consideration of legislation which would permit the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture to cooperate with the meat inspection serviecs of the 
various States. 

The primary purpose of this legislation, as I understand it, is to allow the 
Secretary of Agriculture to make full use of all accredited and capable meat 
inspection facilities on a Federal-State basis. Under the terms of this legisla- 
tion the cost of our meat and poultry inspection programs would be substantially 
reduced without endangering the meat inspection services which protect the 
consumer. Poultry inspection is a relatively new service in the United States 
and yet it is today costing approximately what our total expenditures were for 
all of our meat inspection when I first came to Congress in 1952. The total 
that is budgeted for meat and poultry inspection today is in the neighborhood 
of $383 million, as compared to approximately one-third of that amount 17 years 
ago. This, of course, does not take into consideration expenditures which are 
made by the military for the inspection which they conduct in their procure 
ment activities. 

I cannot understand at this time how any proposal, such as the one before 
you today which would allow competent inspection services to be joined with 
all other efforts, could mean the breakdown or reduction in the type of pro- 
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tection afforded the consumers. I know you will carefully consider all ramifica- 
tions of this measure and will take whatever action you feel is necessary to 
protect our meat and poultry inspection services. 

Mr. Suorr. Before we completely leave this matter of meats com- 
ing into this country from outside of the United States, there are 
several points that I would like brought out. As you are well aware, 
some of the criticism, justified or otherwise, about meat being im- 
ported arises, as to whether or not our inspection service is adequate, 
where a considerable quantity of meat comes in in frozen form. It 
would not be possible at all, in some people’s opinion, at least, to prop- 
erly check whether or not the inspectors in the foreign countries are 
carrying out the inspection that should be made. 

You do a real good job, in my opinion, in this country, but when 
it comes to checking the frozen meat you have a problem. 

Would you care to make just a brief comment on that situation? I 
think it merits it. 

Dr. Ciarkson. I quite agree with you, Mr. Short, that the movement 
of meat in a frozen condition adds to the difficulties of reinspection 
on this side of the water or this side of the border, whichever it may 
be, and it requires a defrosting of a representative portion of the lot 
in order to be able to make any inspection. 

We operate in this way, when shipments from the same place have 
been found to be coming in in good shape, we require the defrosting 
and inspecting of a representative sample proportion. Where we have 
found evidence of any difficulty, or if it is coming from a new area, 
then we give the whole lot a careful inspection. 

One of the points that I neglected to mention a moment ago in re- 
sponse to Congressman Hagen’s question was this, that coming in 
from foreign countries we have the advantage of this product being 
held by customs until we are finished with it. Secondly, if there is 
anything seriously wrong with it, we reject the whole lot. For ex- 
ample, in the early days of meat coming in from New Zealand, we re- 
jected whole shipments, which then must be returned to the country of 
origin or sold elsewhere. 

Mr. Snort. That is a point that some people often overlook. They 
think that the meat is coming into the country and it has not been 
brought to their attention emphatically enough that the inspection 
service does withhold entry on a considerable amount of the meat. 

Dr. CLarKson. Yes. 

Mr. Poacr. Let me ask you a little further on that. We are bring- 
ing meat in in canned form, are we not ? 

Dr. Ctarkson. Yes. 

Mr. Poacr. How do you inspect that? 

Dr. Crarkson. We open up representative numbers of the cans, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Obviously you cannot open all of them: otherwise there would not 
be any canned meat for sale. The system has been reviewed time and 
again. Our sample inspection of those canned meats most times 
turns out all right. 

We are watchful for the origin. When some new group starts up, 
and is not paying attention to appropriate methods, we have had to 
reject very sizable shipments of canned meat. We reject the whole 
shipment and not just the cans that we look at. 
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Mr. Poace. You also bring in some sausage, do you not, or do you 
bring in any sausage as sausage or just sausage meat processed after 
it gets here? 

Dr. CLarkson. Very small] quantities of it. From Canada we may 
very well get some at the border areas. From time to time there will] 
be some specialty canned sausages, but very little. 

Mr. Poacgr. So you have the same difficulty in inspecting that, that 
you have with canned meat, do you not ? 

Dr. CLarkson. The same thing; yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace. I have observed in federally inspected plants that the 
first thing which is done is to inspect the organs of the animals to 
determine about disease. 

Of course, there is no way in the world or anything that you can 
do about that on the imported meats, except to the extent you know 
the efficiency of the inspection service in the country from which the 
meat comes. Is that right? 

Dr. CLarKkson. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Poace. You rely entirely upon New Zealand or Mexican in- 
spectors for those inspections? 

Dr. CiarKson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace. To determine the existence of disease ? 

Dr. CuarKson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace. Just what inspection do you make? Do you actually 
keep people down there all of the time, say in Mexico? Do you keep 
inspectors in New Zealand and in Australia all of the time to check 
these plants? I do not mean that you inspect every animal. I know 
that is impossible. But do you inspect each plant in New Zealand, 
say once a week ? 

Dr. Cuarkson. No, sir; we do not. 

Mr. Poacr. How often do you inspect each plant in New Zealand? 

Dr. CLarkson. We rely on the services of the agricultural attaché 
and the embassy in the foreign country. 

Mr. Poacr. Do you mean that the foreign plants are not inspected 
by your men but by an ambassador or attaché who is not versed in 
inspecting meats ? 

Dr. Ciarkson. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. I think that we have some very good agricultural at- 
tachés. However, I do not think that they are technical men. TI do 
not think that they should be. I do not think that they are there for 
that purpose. 

Do you send anybody who is an actual meat, inspector to visit these 
foreign plants? How do you know that the New Zealand system keeps 
from getting tubercular cattle or other diseased cattle? 

Dr. Crarkson. As I say, on an evaluation of the competency of 
these people and the system that they have established. Also we have 
one very good source of information and that is competition. We 
get a constant stream of information from people who are interested 
in shipments from foreign countries, and we use all of the facilities 
available to us to follow up on the information of that kind. 

Mr. Poace. If the packers here find anything wrong with the sys- 
tem in New Zealand—and I do not want to belittle New Zealand; 
I might as well say Mexico or Canada or any place else—if they find 
anything wrong with the system in that country, they tell you about it! 
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Dr. CLarkson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poace. How do you check up on it? 

Dr. Crarxson. Well, we check either with the people who are there 
at the embassy, or on occasion we send some of our own people. 

Mr. Poace. How many of your people do you keep in the foreign 
field? I know that in every plant in the domestic field you have 
people to inspect the plant, and in big plants you have more than one 
inspector. How many people do you keep in Mexico, for example? 

Dr. CLarkson. Actually we do not have any of our professional staff 
assigned continually in any country. 

Mr. Poace. How m: uy days did members of your professional staff 
spend in Mexico last year? Maybe you cannot give us those exact 
figures, but give us some idea of the number. 

“T am not trying to get the exact figure. Did they spend just a few 
daysanda few men, or did you have 100 men down there 4 

Dr. Ctarkson. If my memory serves me right, it would have been 
just a few total days. I am sure it was not any more than that, and 
last year it might have been possible that we did not have anybody 
from our professional staff looking into this matter in Mexico. We 
have people in Mexico, as you know, for other purposes, but not for 
this. 

Mr. Poace. I understand that. I do not think that it does much 
good to have a man who is chee ‘king on airplanes to try to know 
whether Mexican packers are cutting up diseased cattle. 

Dr. Ctarkson. The fine point of this, Mr. Chairman, is the evalua- 
tion and reliance on that system. Of course, we always point to our 
neighbors to the north for our best example of that. And as we go 
on, ‘country by country, we have varying degrees of competence and 
experience. 

Mr. Poace. I am not charging that anybody’s system of inspection 
is falling down. There is no reason to believe that they are falling 
down, but it seems to me that we might do well to know as much about 
imported meat as we know about meat slaughtered at home. We are 
finding no fault at all; and I am inclined to think that we should not. 

But. certainly, should we not have equal knowledge about the meat 
that is produced elsewhere? I do not know whether I buy meat from 
Australia or from California or from Texas or from Iowa. I cannot 
look at the meat and tell. 

Can you tell where it comes from? I do not believe that these ex- 
perts can tell that either. 

Dr. CLarkson. We do the same as we do here. We would have to 
assign men there to do the inspection. 

Mr. Poacr. I know that you would. Might we not actually very 
properly make a ch: arge to anybody who imports meat into the United 
States to pay for the i inspection, because we charge the man at home. 
The cost. of domestic inspection is part of his cost of meat. I do not 
mean that you charge XYZ Packing Co. for your services, but the 
people of the U nited States are paying for the inspection of ev ery 
pound of American meat that is sold in interstate commerce. The 
American taxpayers pay for the inspection of it, do they not ? 

Dr. Crarkson. That is correct. 
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Mr. Poace. Why shouldn't the taxpayers of any other nation pay 
for a comparable inspection, if they want to use the American market? 

Dr. Crarkson. That would be an approach. I do not know of any 
reason why it should not be done, exc ept that it is not in the law so far, 

Mr. Poace. I know it is not. That is our responsibility. We would 
just like to know what you think about that. Do you think that you 
presently have a good enough inspection system when we do not know 
of our own knowledge what comes in from foreign countries ? 

Dr. CrarKson. Well, we do think that this system works out pretty 
well. 

Mr. Poace. It does not correspond to the detailed inspection you re- 
quire at home. Is it adequate abroad? You have to inspect every 
cow that goes through the plant at home. You inspect every one of 
them and you do not accept the statement of an American State that it 
has made the inspection ? 

Dr. Ciarkson. That is right. 

Mr. Poagr. And yet you accept the certificate of some foreign 
countries ? 

Dr. CiarKkson. It is done where we are recognizing inspection. 

Mr. Poacr. You hope that it is done. If you go down there but 
once a year or once a month, how do you know that it is done? You 
might just as well tell the packers out at St. Joe, “You just look at these 
animals; you know if there is a tubercular one there, you will recognize 
it and report it to us, and we will rely on you to report it.’ 

Why could we not recognize their good faith as readily as we do 
recognize the good faith of inspection service in Australia ? 

Dr. Ciarkson. I would not recommend that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poace. I would not either. The result is that your inspector 
stands in St. Joe and inspects every animal which is slaughtered there. 
We do not do it in Canada, or in the Argentine or anywhere else, 
However, we do it here at home. 

Dr. CiarKkson. I think the responsible actions of the sovereign gov- 
ernment are worth something. 

Mr. Poacr. Of what government ? 

Dr. Crarkson. Of the sovereign government; that that is worth 
something. Their responsible undertakings are worth something, and 
we are relying on those. 

Mr. Poace. I am not trying to charge that anybody’s system is not 
good. I have no reason to say that the system in any of these coun- 
tries that I have mentioned is bad. So far as I know, they are per- 
fectly all right. 

Dr. CLarkson. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Poacr. But what I do not know is, if your inspection in the 
United States is necessary and proper, and I think it is, why should 
we not require as much from a foreign country ? 

Dr. Crarkson. No, sir; that is not the way it works. I think that 
my answer awhile ago was that we do know what is going on. We 
know through different devices. In this country we are » providing the 
inspection; in the other countries we are requiring that that foreign 
government provide the same kind of inspection, so the inspection is 
provided. 

Mr. Poacr. I am going to ask you whether or not we should not 
have a whole lot more inspection in foreign countries so that you 
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might actually know what they are doing. You just told us that you 
relied on the agricultural attaché. Do we have a single agricultural 
attaché who isan experienced meat man ? 

Dr. CrarKson. I do not think so. 

Mr. Poacer. I do not think so, either. They simply do not know 
the quality of meat inspection that is going on and I do not think that 
they should know. I mean, I do not think that we should employ a 
man as the agricultural attaché to perform meat inspection. 

Dr. Cirarxson. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the system has 
been working out qute well, because when we have had our staff people 
look into the way the system is operatng in countries that have been 
accepted on the basis of investigation and determination by represen- 
tatives of our embassy, they have been working as we have been given 
to understand that they were working, so that I have a good deal of 
faith in that. 

Mr. Poacr. What would it cost us to extend the inspection on the 
basis that you give it in the United States to all of the meat imported 
into the United States ? 

Dr. CLarkson. You mean to establish ante mortem and post mortem 
inspection there ? 

Mr. Poace. Yes. 

Dr. CLarKkson. I do not know, but it would be considerable. 

Mr. Poace. What are we importing in percentage into the United 
States of foreign meat, about 3 percent ? 

Dr. CLarkxson. I understand last year it was somewhere around 7 or 
8 percent, I beg your pardon, I was including the meat equivalent of 
livestock being imported. 

Mr. Poacer. I just picked it out of the air. It is a relatively small 
percentage in total. 

Dr. CLarKxson. The total of meat and meat equivalent of all live- 
stock imported into this country runs around 7 or 8 percent. 

Mr. Poagr. But the live animals involve no additional amount of in- 
spection. What I am getting at is, the processed meat coming into 
the United States is a very small percent of the total sold in this coun- 
try. How much do you spend all told on inspection ? , 

Dr. CuarKson. In this country ? 

Mr. Poacr. Yes, sir. 

Dr. CiuarKson. Some $21 million. 

Mr. Poacr. Well, suppose that it costs us twice as much outside 
the country as it does within—$2 million would do it. 

Dr. CLarKson. I imagine it would. 

Mr. Poacr. That is all I want to develop. 

Mr. Hacen. With respect to this volume, back in 1958 it was 2 per- 
cent and I assume that it would be considerably larger now with a 
large recent increase in foreign carcasses—probably close to a billion 
pounds, would you not say ? 

Dr. CrarKson. Dr. Miller says close to a billion pounds would be 
right. That would be just about 3 percent. 

Mr. Hacen. To pursue Mr. Poave’s line of questioning further, do 
you require foreign meat inspection regulations to equal our Federal 
standards? 

Dr. Crarkson. Yes, sir: we do, that there are comparable statutes. 
That is one of the requirements. 
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Mr. Hacen. Do you have the authority to blackball a given plant 
of a foreign country ? 

Dr. CiarKson. The system that is set up covers only certain plants 
in each country. Oftentimes it is only a few; sometimes it is many, as 
in Canada. We do not blackball the individual plants, but in the 
handling of our reinspection at this end, if we get any knowledge of 
things not being right in any plant, we do two things: We take u 
the matter of recognition of the total inspection system with that 
country with a view to withdrawing it if it is not corrected, or full 
inspection of any products coming from that plant if the failure is of 
the kind that might be detected at that point. 

Mr. Hacen. However, you could not reject whole lots from a given 
plant, except on the basis of what your carcass inspection revealed 
even though you knew the plant of origin was unsanitary and the 
antemortem inspection was either nonexistent or poorly handled. 

Dr. Crarkson. The rejection of individual lots would have to be 
on the basis of findings there at the port. 

Mr. Hacen. Based upon that finding alone? 

Dr. CLarKson. Yes. 

Mr. Hacen. But you say that you could not inspect it until it was 
de liver ‘ed. and you Ww ‘ould bl: ac ‘kbs ll on ths at b: isis 2 

Dr. CirarKson. No. That kind of decision would go back to the 
adequacy of the original inspection. Our authority is to withdraw 
the recognition from the total. 

Mr. Hagen. That isa very radical measure. It would involve a total 
embargo of shipme nts from that county ‘vy and any police v decision would 
involve the State Department and pe ‘rhaps the President. 

Dr. Crarkson. That is right. 

Mr. Hacen. So it is very unlikely that it would ever be applied. 

Dr. CrarKson. We applied it last year. 

Mr. Hagen. What country was that ? 

Dr. CuarKkson. One of the countries of Latin America or in Central 
America—Honduras, I think. I want to be sure for the record here, 

Mr. Dacvur. What about proposed inspections in a country like 
Poland? You would have two kinds of inspections, Do you have any 
way of checking the quality ? 

Dr. Crarkson. We do not even take up the matter unless it is one 
of the countries that the State Department will allow for such arrange- 
ments. And for quite some time we were not making such arrange- 
ments. We do now have a recognition of that system in Poland. 

Mr. Dacur. I have always been struck with that fact as to those 
countries. 

Mr. Poacr. Behind the iron curtain, do we get actual inspection 
of the Polish plants ¢ 

Dr. Cuarkson. Dr. Miller may be able to give you some information, 

Dr. Minter. Mr. Chairman, as you might well expect, when Poland 
applied for recognition, it raised a lot of questions. Primarily, we felt 
that the State Department would advise us whether we should even 

deal with them on this subject. 

Then, also, whether they would be in a position to check on the 
adequacy of the inspection system, were we to recognize their meat 
inspection system. 
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It works out this way; No. 1, that the State Department advised us 


lant | : ’ : : oe 

Oe that we might deal with them in connection with the application and 
lants No. 2, they were of the opinion that they were in a position or would 
co . ° °,° ° e a 
LY, as be in a position to assure us concerning the adequacy of the Polish 


1 the inspection and inspection system. In other words, that a prerequisite 
to the requirement was the ability of the State Department to send 


a people into those locations where the product was produced to satisfy 
that us that adequate system was being applied to the product. _ 
full _ It happens that the only Polish product that comes into this country 
is of isthe canned Polish ham. 
Mr. Poace. Does the State Department go out and inspect domestic 
riven lants or do you report on whether they are operating properly or 
aled not? Do you have the State Department go out to Kansas City, for 
| the example ¢ I , 
Dr. Miuuer. I believe that Dr. Clarkson touched on that point, 
o be that the State Department is the only one, in the first place, under 
the Tariff Act, that contemplates such recognition. In the second 
place, the State Department is the only arm we can operate through 
with respect to checking in a foreign country—any foreign country, 
wai for that matter. . 
Mr. Poace. Maybe I misunderstood you. That is exactly the 
; hai reverse of the impression I gathered before. I thought that I under- 
hia stood you to say that from time to time you did send technical men 
from the Department of Agriculture to look into the plants. 
tal Dr. Mitier. That is right. The technical men are sent in when 


ould there is reason to make the trip, when there is reason to spend the 
nt . m1... ¢ 
time and the money necessary to do the checking. The State De- 
partment people are in an excellent position, if not to conduct the 
kind of day-to-day survey that we might conduct if we were there— 
they are in a position to suspect something short of an adequate 
control, and we would act on that decision by sending a technical man 
tre in. And that has not occurred in Poland. ADE ‘ 
ore. Mr. Poace. I do not understand. I do not criticize the State De- 
like | partment at all, but I would not be willing to have the State Depart- 
ment make an inspection of the meat I am to eat. Maybe I have 


ca" been eating State Department-inspected meat, but I would like to 
all think that I had been eating meat that was inspected by the Depart- 
leak ment of Agriculture. I fear, the State Department does not know 
dt much about the quality of my meat. 
s Dr. Mitier. May I comment on how this works out in detail? The 
taal agricultural attaché is a man with some agricultural background; he 
is not sent out empty handed when he goes out to evaluate a system 
Sa of inspection. He is given guides as to the operation of the foreign 
inspection service in a plant. Those guides enable him to satisfy 
val himself, No, 1, whether there is an adequate inspection organization 
“— in the country consistent with the presentations made by that Sores 
Falt No. 2, that there are inspectors, official inspectors, actually in the 
on production line, conducting inspections, that Is, a suflicient number. 
There is abundant opportunity for the agricultural attaché in Poland 
the to do all of this. Were he to suspect that the system were not operat- 
oat | ing satisfactorily, he would report to us, and we would then send 


experts in to go into the details. 
Mr. Poace. You have never sent an expert into Poland ? 
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Dr. Mitrer. That is right: not because we are not able to, but 
because all of the reports have been otherwise. 

Mr. Poace. The reports have been satisfactory ? 

Dr. Mitter. That is right. 

_ Mr. Poace. Let me make one further suggestion. If as a result of 
impure or contaminated meat, there should sooner or later be some 
outbreak of disease from some of this imported meat over which you 
have had no direct inspection, and then your Department, your Divi- 
sion, is going to get the blame for it, and you are going to be con- 
demned for it instead of being complimented as you have been this 
morning. 

I want to thank you for doing a good job, incidentally. If some 
people die, however, from impure meat, I do not care whether it comes 
from Canada, Mexico, Poland, or where it comes from, you will be 
the ones blamed, and the Department of Agriculture, not the State 
Department will suffer. 

Dr. CLarkson. I am quite aware of that, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poace. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Quiz. How much inspection is given to boned meat that comes 
from foreign countries that is used in canned meats in this country, 
not necessarily the whole of it being meat, but in many cases a large 
portion of the can being other than meat ? 

Dr. CLrarkson. Any meat that comes into the country must go 
through this inspection system that we are talking about here. 

Mr. Quire. After it gets in? 

Dr. Ciarkson. After it gets into this country—after it has been 
released for inspection at the ports, it then is inspected. If it then 
goes into canned meat food products, that has to be prepared under 
Federal inspection for interstate movement. 

There are some things like pork and beans, for example, that, under 
the law, never have been regarded as meat food products, and that 
would not come under the inspection. Products like beef stew, for 
example, if the end product is going to move interstate, must be han- 
dled in one of these plants that is under Federal inspection. 

Mr. Quire. In other words, a plant that makes beef stew, meat balls 
for spaghetti, or anything like that, would have to have a Federal 
meat inspector there? 

Dr. CiarKson. That is correct. 

Mr. Quire. Thank you. 

Mr. Hacen. I would like to know what portion of the meat or meat 
products sold in the United States is sold without Federal inspection. 

Dr. CrarKson. It is pretty hard to estimate, but apparently it is 
about 20 percent. of the commercial supply. 

Mr. Hacen. Getting back to this bill, let us assume that all of these 
non-Federal plants were suddenly to seek Federal approval; would 
it be much cheaner to adopt a program of licensing by State inspec- 
tion, as you do with the foreign inspection, with a layer of Federal 
postmortem inspection—would it not be cheaper and more efficient to 
do that than to have an immediate vast expansion of the Federal 
service ? 

Dr. CuarKson. If they are going to do interstate business and the 
State wants to pick up the tab for the inspection cost, that would save 
money for the Federal. 
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Mr. Hacen. Even if the postmortem inspection was applied as a 
check, as in the case of imports ¢ 

Dr. Ciarxson. Yes. Although I want to say that under your bill, 
Mr. Hagen, the stopping of the shipment at some point and reviewing 
the whole thing would not be done. I do not think that would be a 
feasible thing for interstate movement in this country. Whatever was 
done at the initial plant would fit that meat for movement anywhere, 
which is the basis of the Federal system. 

Mr. Hagen. It is not my intention to criticize your work. I recog- 
nize the great overall performance of your agency but I would like 
to correct any inequities which may exist. 

Dr. CLarxson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Poace. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Breeprne. I would like to ask a question. I do not know 
whether it pertains to this bill. 

All of the mail that I get in my office regarding this asks, “Why do 
we have to have additional imports of mutton and lamb coming into 
our country? Why do we have to have these Polish hams coming in ? 
Why are we importing more beef into our markets ¢” 

Can you tell me whether we could exist without all of these im- 
portations of meat ¢ 

Dr. Ciarxson. I have no hesitancy in saying that the American 
livestock people can produce all of the meat that we need today. The 
matter of economic controls over importations is not one of my re- 
sponsibilities. I know that considerations are underway now before 
the Tariff Commission, in regard to importations of both meat and 
livestock. Iam uninformed as to the progress of those hearings, how- 
ever. 

Mr. Poage. If there are no further questions, we thank you, Dr. 
Clarkson and Dr. Miller. 

Dr. Ctarkson. Thank you. 

Mr. Poacr. Can you stay with us while the other witnesses testify ? 

Dr. Ciarkson. I can stay until noontime, if that is agreeable. 

Mr. Poace. They may develop something that we would like to 
ask you about. 

Dr. CLarkson. I will be glad to do that. 

Mr. Poace. I have next on my list as a witness Mr. Herschel New- 
som, of the National Grange. He does not seem to be here. 

The next witness on our list is Mr. John A. McCart, who is director 
of legislation of the American Federation of Government Employees, 
AFL-CIO. 


We will be glad to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. McCART, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATION OF 
THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES, 
AFL-CIO 


Mr. McCart. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, before 
reading my prepared statement, I would like to make a comment and a 
request. The comment is that our statement is not as comprehensive 
as it ordinarily would be, because we did not have very much advance 
notice about the hearings. 
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However, I trust that we have made our basic ee fairly clear. 

Mr. Poacr. May I interject here to say that this subcommittee has 
pending before it ‘four or five bills, and I have notified the authors of 
those bills that they will be heard whenever they can make arrange: 
ments to be heard, and not one of them has taken the time to come 
around except Mr. Hagen and Mr. Teague, who have said that th 

wanted to be heard. There are only about 2 or 3 days in the mi 
that you can crowd in a hearing up here. This committee room has 
been in use every day of this week. There has been no other time that 
we could have hearings. The subcommittee has to have the hearings 
when we can crowd them i in, when officers have to be heard, and we try 
to set them as expeditiously as we can. I do not know, but ‘there seems 
to be some feeling that this subcommittee ought to have held this hear- 
ing before. If you gentlemen do not want the hearing, I will call it off, 

Mr. Teacus of California. Certainly there is no feeling like that on 
my part, Mr. Chairman. 

"Mr. Poace. We simply cannot hold or announce a hearing when the 
full committee is going to hold a hearing, so we have to put our hear- 
ings in at a time when we can. I know “that it does not make it con- 
venient for everybody who wants to be heard, but we hope that the 
interested parties will be here. We will give you any reasonable time 
to enlarge on your statement, and to m: ake it as long as you want, but 
we will have to end this sometime. Can you not prepare all of it next 
week and present it ? 

Mr. McCarr. My comment was not intended to be critical. My com- 
ment was intended to just provide the background. 

Mr. Poace. We will be glad to have you enlarge upon this brief as 
much as you want, but we cannot wait too long. 

Mr. McCarr. If it meets with the approval of the subcommittee, 
I will proceed with the statement I have and add supplementary com- 
ments within the time limit. 

Mr. Poace. We will be very glad to have you proceed and make any 
supplementary comments you want, within 10 di: vys 

Mr. McCart. I also have a request to make. We are an affiliate of 
the American Federation of Labor and the Congress of Industrial 
Organizations. 

The AFL-CIO has authorized me to ask the committee if the hear- 
ings are extended that they have an opportunity to appear, inasmuch 
as ‘they represent.a very large segment of the consumers of our country. 

Mr. Poacr. They may appear. We will have to have a hearing 
when we can have it. I always try to make them as convenient to 
everybody as possible, but we cannot set the time for every group 
which wants to be heard in the United States. We cannot set a sep- 
arate day for the hearing. We will have further open hearings. 

You may proceed. 

Mr. McCarr. IT understand. 

The three bills now pending in the House and under consideration 
today by this committee are of material interest to the American Fed- 
eration of Government Employees. The bills are H.R. 8951, spon- 
sored by Representative Hagen; H.R. 8954, by Representative Horan; 
and H.R. 9187, by Representative Tee gue. 
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Our interest is in a way twofold. We have a large and active mem- 
bership in the Meat Inspection Service, and naturally do not want 
anything to happen that would without a compellingly good reason 
be inimical to their welfare. We are also concerned with maintain- 
ing this Federal service at peak efficiency, since we are committed to 
the welfare of the civil service and at the same time have the solicitude 
of citizens generally for effective government; and I might add, of 
consumers, generally. 

It is proposed that the Secretary of Agriculture enter into a coop- 
erative arrangement with agencies of the States or of subordinate 
levels of government whereby persons recommended by a responsible 
State official would be appointed as inspectors for the purpose of in- 

specting meat and meat food products. Under such an arrangement, 

the Secretary would determine the individual plants under the State 
system to which, upon recommendation by the appropriate State 
official, inspection service conforming to Federal law would be ex- 
tended. The Secretary would also determine the individual inspectors 
to be designated as inspectors acting for the Federal Government. 

Perhaps the principal objection to these proposals is that there is 
no need for such an arrangement. The packers or processors who are 
now desirous of obtaining Federal inspection can obtain it. Of course, 
they must qualify for it by maintaining facilities which meet Federal 
requirements and by channeling some of their product into interstate 
commerce. 

It is our understanding that the Federal Government is now able to 
give inspection to any packer or processor who fulfills these stipula- 
tions in the law. The only time the Federal Meat Inspection Service 
could deny inspection is the lack of compliance with the requirements 
for the physical plant or because the product does not directly or in- 
directly move into interstate commerce. For the Service to deny in- 
spection is in effect the granting of an exemption which of course it 
would have no authority to do. 

These bills are predicated on a novel governmental fiscal philoso- 
phy. Are they proposing that States or their subdivisions contribute 
their services to the Federal Government? The usual thinking is 
that the money should be moving in reverse—as Federal aid to “the 
States. 

The question then is who is to pay the cost of this type of coopera- 
tive service? Now the cost is borne by the Federal Government. The 
Meat Inspection Service is prohibited from collecting money from 
the packers or from State governments or municipalities excepting 
for the payment for overtime worked by its inspection employees. 

If the intent of the bills is to broaden the scope of the Federal Meat 
Inspection Service, Congress need only to extend the authority of 
the agency to collect money for service it renders. However, Con- 
gress has already indicated that the present arrangement will provide 
adequate inspection for meat and meat food products moving into 
interstate commerce. 

There is the ever-present danger that the arrangement proposed 
would lower exisiting inspection standards. This is an effect which 
we fear very much, and one which should arouse the misgivings of 
consumers of these products. Congress has very clearly indicated that 
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it does not want to lower inspection standards. This has been stated 
on the floor of both the Senate and the House by leaders of commit- 
tees that are responsible for the operation and maintenance of this 
service. 

Furthermore, Congress by its appropriations determinations indi- 
cates the level of service it desires of this Federal agency. We fee] 
certain that Congress would extend the service as the need for expan- 
sion is indicated. 

Therefore, we do not support these bills because they do not appear 
to fulfill a need which is not now taken care of by agency of the 
Federal Government to which meat inspection is entrusted. We are 
grateful to you, Mr. Chairman and members of this committee, for 
making it possible for us to comment on these bills. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you very much, Mr. McCart. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Hagen. Has there been a history in the past of adequate appro- 
priations hi via not been made for the Federal service? 

Mr. McCart. I think that it is a relatively easy matter for us, asa 
representative of the group of Federal employees, to maintain that 
there are insufficient employees to do a given job. 

On the other hand, we have found that, in general, the Meat Inspec- 
tion Service is adequate to take care of the needs of the growing con- 
sumption of meat in this country. 

I think improvement always can be made in that type of inspection, 
but I do not think that this bill would answer the question of provid- 
ing adequate meat inspection service. It seems to me that if that is 
the real problem involved, of providing sufficient inspectors to do a 
job, then this can be accomplished much more feasibly and more 
practically by Congress amending the law, or Congress providing 
additional appropriations where they are justified. 

Mr. Hacen. Let us say that the Secretary of Agriculture is allotted 
insufficient money to the point that there is a stretchout of inspection 
in Federal plants, then if that situation occurred it would be an advan- 
tage, not only to the public but to the people in the meat business to 
recognize proper State inspection, to get the job done, at least. in the 
short run thereby preventing a watering down of the Federal service. 

Mr. McCarr. Mr. Hagen, I must revert to the comment that was 
made by Dr. Clarkson, because we do not work for the agency. We, 
in our national organization, do not. It is to the effect that no plant 
has been denied inspection solely on the basis of inadequate funds. 
There may have been other reasons, but lack of money has not been 
one. 

Mr. Hacen. You cannot document that? 

Mr. McCarr. I cannot—I cannot document it; no. 

Mr. Hacen. I know you have had complaints from some of your 
people who are in the meat inspection business about the hours that 
they have to work, and the lack of availability of sufficient money for 
new inspectors. 

Mr. McCarr. From time to time, Mr. Hagen, we have had to make 
very vigorous representations to Congress when moves were underw ay 
to reduce the Meat Inspection appropriations. We have done that for 
two reasons: 
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First, because we represent the men who do this job; and, secondly, 
because we want to protect the consumers. 

I do not mean to have you feel that we just move along from year 
to year and say that whatever funds are available are sufficient to do 
the job. . 

Certain meat inspectors are now required to work more hours than 
we would like to see them work. We find in many instances this is a 
matter of the peak workload rather than a continuing burden. 

Mr. Suorr. I can see a lot of practicality in the intent, as I under- 
stand it, of this bill, and that it would apply to the small processer, the 
smaller plant in the State. I can see that it might conceivably apply 
very specifically to the State of North Dakota, where we have a couple 
of large airbases, where some of our small processing plants in the 
State might want to furnish some of the supply that moves to those 
airbases. 

Would the public interest be protected just as well by the Federal 
Inspection Service putting their stamp of approval on the State in- 
spection service that is being provided at the small plants within our 
State, or do you think that it would have to be a Federal employee 
who would put his stamp of approval on the meat? You do not want 
the State employee to have the responsibility of doing that job; is that 
your contention here? 

Mr. McCarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Suorr. You think that he would not be as qualified as the indi- 
vidual working for the Federal Government ? 

Mr. McCarr. No; that is not my reason for giving you that answer. 
My reason for giving you that answer is the farther you get away 
from the source of the basic inspection itself and the Federal Inspec- 
tion Act, it seems to me the more likelihood there is that you will not 
get as adequate inspection as you would otherwise. 

Mr. Srorr. You think that the inspection service as carried on in 
some States and, for that matter, the inference that the inspection 
service carried on in all States, would not be as adequate as the inspec- 
tion service carried on by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. McCarr. I think that the inspection service that i8 carried on 
in some States would not be as adequate as the Federal inspection 
service, for this reason, Mr. Short: As we know, the criterion and the 
standards of the various State meat inspection acts vary very greatly. 

Mr. Snort. Do you think that some of them are inadequate? 

Mr. McCarr. Well, I can only say this, Mr. Short: If there is a 
great variance, as I am sure we can agree, some may be less desirable 
than others, 

Mr. Poacr. Will you yield? 

Mr. SuHorr. Yes. 

Mr. Poacr. It seems to me that it is quite clear that these people 
would not be State employees after this bill got into effect; because 
immediately the packinghouse qualifies for Federal inspection. It 
is immediately in interstate commerce from the standpoint of the in- 
spection service when it sells to the Army camp or to the armed serv- 
ices, and therefore is entitled to Federal inspection which costs it 
nothing. 

If a packer has a plant which meets the qualifications under this 
bill, he then qualifies. He has not been selling in interstate commerce 
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in the past, but the minute that he qualifies to sell to the Army camp 
he is in interstate commerce so far as the Department is concerned, 
and then he is qualified for the Federal inspection. 

Why in the world should he confine himself to the State inspection 
when the Federal Government will pay the bill ? 

The witness here is suggesting that the Federal Government alw: ays 
pays the bill. 

I do not know why it is improper for the State to pay it, but then 
I think he expressed it. It is a truism, as you say, that it always costs 
the Federal Government rather than the State. 

Is this not simply another means whereby the Federal Govern- 
ment can pick up the tab—is that not about all that will happen? 
Will not the only practical result from this bill be that you will 
change the State inspectors to the Federal payroll ? 

Mr. McCarr. I would like to answer the last question directly, and 
then, if I may, I would like to give you my observation of what I 
think the basic problem is in this entire piece of legislation. 

The direct answer to your question, I think, is that these employees 
would not become Federal employees, as such. 

Mr. Poace. Why not? 

Mr. McCarr. They would still remain as State employees on the 
State payroll, under the State merit system, or whatever kind of civil 
service system they have. 

Mr. Pouce. Why would they after the packing plant becomes eli- 
gible for I ‘ederal inspection? All the packer then has to do is to ask 
the Federal Government to give him inspection. It does not cost him 
anything. 

Why would not every packing plant that qualifies meet the demand 
of the Federal statutes? He does not then have to pay any more. He 
can get it. 

The minute that he qualifies as a Federal plant, does he not get the 
prestige that he is federally inspected? And it costs him nothing. 

I just ask you why would he not ask for Federal inspection, ‘and 
get it? 

Mr. McCarr. Certainly, it is not my construction of the bill that the 
employees who the Federal Meat Inspection Service would recognize 
would be Federal employees. 

Mr. Poace. I understand that very well, but right after you recog- 
nize the right of Federal inspection of that plant that sells to the 
Army camp and that is a purpose to enable him to sell to the Army 
company—the minute he sells to them he is then in Federal business; 
he is in interstate business; he is eligible for Federal inspection. So 
why does it not get Federal inspection ? 

What incentive is there to deny himself the advantage of Federal 
inspection which costs him nothing? 

Mr. McCarr. Mr. Chairman, the problem, as I see it, is this: For 
some reason or other, the packers and the processers at the present 
time feel they are unable to secure Federal inspection because of what- 
ever reasons they have. 

Mr. Poaae. That is the reason, is it not, because of the cost ? 

Mr. McCarrt. I do not know what the reason is. 

Mr. Poace. It has been testified to, anyhow. 
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Mr. McCarr. It seems to me that if you are going to permit the De- 
partment of Agriculture to deputize State employees to carry on 
where it is essentially meat inspection, you are not going to change the 
principles or the standards that the Department of Agriculture has set 
up for providing inspection of meat and meat food products. 

If this is true, it is difficult for me to understand why the folks who 
are experiencing a problem now cannot meet the requirements that are 
in existence rather than having to pass a law which would accomplish 
the same purpose by simply setting up a State-Federal organization. 

Mr. Poacer. I want to hear somebody testify here that they have not 
been able to get Federal inspection when they wanted it. It has been 
intimated a dozen times here but there has been no testimony directly 
on the point. 

I understand that you cannot give us any information, one way or 
the other. 

Mr. McCarr. No, sir; I cannot testify to that point. 

Mr. Hacen. You might assume that the rules stated here have not 
been applied uniformly because budgetary or other considerations re- 
sulting either in a total denial of Notorel inspections or provision of a 
very poor service in terms of ready availability of inspectors at. all 
times. The State with a greater stake in loca] industry might be more 
willing and able to fill a gap caused by failure of Federal appropria- 
tions. 

Mr. Poacr. You mean that the State service would keep them in 
business when the Federal agency would not ? 

Mr. Hacen. With the inspector on the spot, avoiding overtime oper- 
ations, and things like that. 

Mr. McCarrt. I know you are anxious to move to other witnesses, 
but could I make this final comment ? 

It is my appraisal of the problem we have here today—I think that 
this involves a problem of small business, and I must confess a great 
amount of sympathy for a problem of that kind. 

It seems to me that with the interest that has been displayed by the 
Department of Agriculture, and the interest that has been displayed 
by members of the committee, it should be possible to work out this 
problem and provide the people concerned with the inspection they 
feel they need, without having to pass a law which sets up an entirely 
new administrative framework of inspection. 

Mr. Poaee. Thank you very much. 

Mr. McCarr. Thank you. 

Mr. Poace. We will now head Dr. A. G. Boyd, assistant director 
of the California State Department of Agriculture, Sacramento, Calif. 
We will be glad to hear from you now. 


STATEMENT OF DR. A. G. BOYD, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, CALIFORNIA 
STATE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 


Dr. Boyp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Arthur G. Boyd; I am a veterinarian, and assistant director of the 
California State Department of Agriculture. 

My purpose here today is twofold: First, to assure you that the 
State inspection of meats as represented by the inspection system of 
the State of California is equal to and, in some respects, better than 
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the meat inspection service of the Federal Government; second, to 
tell you that many smal] plant operators in the State of California 
are being deprived of an opportunity to compete on an even basis with 
operators having better meat inspection. 

The meat inspection conducted by the State of California, if I may 
refer to it as a sample of meat inspection, has been operating over 40 
years. It was brought about by conditions that existed in California 
prior to 1917. 

At that time, about 20 percent of the meat consumed was inspected 
by the Federal Government and about 80 percent of California meat 
was uninspected. 

The California Legislature, recognizing the need for better assur- 
ance of the wholesomeness of the State meat supply, enacted a law 
which, in effect, requires a meat inspection program equivalent, in 
health value and protection to the public to that of the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

The meat inspection law of California provides that the rules and 
regulations adopted by the director of agriculture shall conform, as 
far as possible, to the rules and stand: ards of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture governing meat inspection, preparation, and the proc- 
essing of meats and meat food products. 

Subsequent amendments to the original act have strengthened the 
law and in some respects the (¢ ‘alifornia meat inspection law goes 
above and beyond the Federal meat inspection requirements. To il- 
lustrate, the California meat inspection law provides that it is unlaw- 
ful to sell any meat or products thereof, sausage casings or other cas- 
ings that contain a dye or artificial coloring. “In other words, in the 
State of California one does not observe dyes oozing out of the dis- 
plays of sausage and prepared meats in the retail butcher shop. And 
I might add that this applies to Federal plants in California, too, 
under the State law. 

Not only are the California meat inspection law and regulations 
strict, but I want to assure you that they are fully enforced. The 
qualifications and standards for meat inspectors employed by the State 
of California are, in my opinion, at least equal to those of the Federal 
Government. 

All of the California meat inspection personnel are under civil 
service. About one-third of them have had Federal experience in 
meat inspection. And during the war over 50 of our employees were 
taken over by the Federal Government. And our plants also were 
taken over under Federal inspection. 

The majority of the meat establishments under California inspec- 
tion are operating at such a volume that the inspectors have adequate 
time to perform inspections and to assure a wholesome meat supply. 

On two occasions, at the request of California officials, the Cali- 
fornia meat inspection system was surveyed by representatives of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. In both instances they were most 
complimentary in their reports. 

The meat inspection of the State of California is financed from the 
general funds of the State. The only exception being that plants re- 
quiring overtime service of inspectors are required to pay the State 
for such services. 
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The current annual budget is over a million dollars. Incidentally, 
we do not expect to shift that cost to the Federal Government under 
the bills being discussed here today. Federal] meat inspection applies 
primarily to internat ional and interstate commerce. 

Many small meat establishments are not engaged in such trade. 
They do, however, supply wholesome meat and meat products in in- 
trastate commerce. 

Frequently, these plants have supplies of meat and meat products 
that they could furnish the Federal agencies and to establishments 
operating under Federal meat inspections to the value of all con- 
cerned, including the consumer. 

It is my understanding that the Federal Government recognizes 
inspection by State governments in other food commodities, includ- 
ing berry products, and that approval of State inspection of other 
agricultural commodities has been affected under cooperative 
arrangements. 

In the State of California our dairy inspection is recognized by the 
Army. On the other hand, they will not recognize our State meat 
inspection. , 

California renders a complete meat inspection service to the meat 
industry and to the public. All inspectors in charge of establishments, 
slaughtering establishments, are graduate veterinarians. Assistant in- 
spectors—that is, the layman supervisors—supervise sausage kitchens 
and other approved establishments. 

All labeling material must be approved for food products. 

Detailed plans for remodeling or new buildings must be submitted 
and approved before construction is begun. 

A meat inspection laboratory for the testing of meat products and 
ingredients for purity, quality, adulterants is maintained and patho- 
logical and biological service is available to the meat. inspection service. 

The bill under consideration leaves the admission of State inspec- 
tion to the Secretary of Agriculture. It does not propose that all 
State inspection systems shal] be automatically approved. 

Millions of pounds of foreign meats are brought into this country 
every year. In fact, in 1958, over 58 million pounds were brought into 
California from New Zealand, Australia, Mexico, Ireland, and Costa 
Rico. Over a million pounds of this meat was condemned as unfit 
for human consumption. 

Some of the foreign meats are fed to our Armed Forces and sold 
to other Federal agencies and move freely about the Nation. Not 
so with the meat. inspectors by the various States. 

It seems rather odd that the meat inspection of foreign countries 
is recognized by our Federal Government and that such recognition 
is denied our States. 

It is my understanding that foreign meat inspection is not usu- 
ally approved by experts in the field. I am sure that investigation 
will show that the meat inspection of California is as good as that 
of foreign countries bringing meat into the United States. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Poage. Thank you very much for your fine statement. 

Did you mean to say that the million pounds which were condemned 
were condemned by the California Meat Inspection Service or the 
U.S. Inspection Service ? 
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Dr. Born. It was condemned jointly by the Federal Service and the 
State of California Service. 

The State of California has a Foreign Cold Storage Meat Act. We 
work along with the Federal inspectors. 

Mr. Poaa gE. Were you in full accord with the Federal regulations, 
I mean, was there any difference of opinion as to jurisdiction ? 

Dr. Born. I do not recall any differences. 

Mr. Poacre. Have you ever had any differences as to the importa- 
tion of foreign meats? 

Dr. Boyp. I do not recall any. 

Mr. Hacen. I have never discussed this whole subject with you. 
You are a veterinarian. How many years have you been an official in 
this area of veterinary medicine ? 

Dr. Boyp. I have been 38 years with the State of California, and I 
spent a year with the Federal Government. 

Mr. Hacen. You have been associated with meat inspection pro- 
grams for that period of time? 

Dr. Boyp. I have inspected meat both under the Federal Govern- 
ment and the State. I was in charge of the California meat inspec- 
tion for over 8 years. 

Mr. Hagen. This is the significant part of rom background. Has 
it been reported to you that any plants in California have sought 
Federal inspection that you thought were qualified under the Federal 
law that have failed to get it? 

Dr. Boyp. Yes, sir; two plants that I know of, Mr. Hagen. The 
Federal Government was not able to supply the personnel. There is 
a shortage of qualified veterinarians. 

Mr. Hacen. For that reason they were refused the Federal license, 
is that so? 

Dr. Boyp. They were refused, no—they were not refused—it was 
held up, let us put it that way. 

Mr. Hacen. There are two instances that you know of personally? 

Dr. Boyp. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. Will you put their names in the record ? 

Mr. Hacen. Do you want to put their names in the record? 

Dr. Boyp. One of them is a plant located in Sonora, called the 
Sonora Meat Co., and another plant I do not recall the name of, is a 
small one in Kings County, Calif. 

Mr. Hacen. I believe that would be the Caldwell-Martin Co. How 
about the quality of service that you are able to provide your clients 
as compared with the quality of service that the Federal inspection 
plants have as to the availability of inspectors when they are needed, 
and so forth? 

Dr. Boyp. Well, having been on both sides of the fence, so to speak, 
I think that the quality of the California State meat inspection is just 
as high as that of the Federal Government. However we, too, in 
common with the Federal Government are experiencing some difficulty 
in attracting persons to go into the service because of the low salaries. 
T am not here to put on a speech about salaries, but that is the reason 
that we cannot get the help. 

Mr. Hacen. I am in no way criticizing the Federal Meat Inspection 
Service, which has to go to Congress to get its money. Do you think 
that you provide a service to your plants which is not always available 
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to the Federal system plants? I mean the availability of inspectors at 
the proper time, and so forth : 

Dr. Borp. We do, in this respect: We give service to small volume 
plants that would not be applying for Federal inspection. For in- 
stance, we have some plants that will slaughter not over 10 animals a 
day. We have some plants that do not operate every day in the week. 

Mr. Hacen. What would be the volume of those plants with respect 
to the Federal system—what would be the Federal problem in the 
re Federal inspections ¢ 

Dr. Boyp. Their problem would be to furnish personnel on a part- 
time basis. And not having other places that they could assign them 
to. That is one thing I can think of. In: other words, we are able 
frequently to assign one inspector to two slaughterhouses or three 
slaughterhouses, in a remote section like Sonora County that I men- 
tioned and that plant was only operating about 3 days a week—they 
will have a half-time man on their hands—he can only work half time, 
whereas we have other plants in that area where we could use the 
other part of the time. 

Mr. Hacen. In the case of the Sonora plant, they did not get a 
Federal license even though the plant was qualified and they met the 
interstate requirement. 

Dr. Boyp. That is true. They were otherwise qualified, but the 
Federal Government, as I understand it, could not furnish the person- 
nel. That was indicated in that type of plant. 

Mr. Hacen. Another question that I have and I am not trying to 
start an argument between you and the Federal Meat Inspection Serv- 
ice, is there any capriciousness in the application of these standards, 
these plant standards to applicants, or are there any defects in the 
standards themselves ? 

Dr. Boyp. I feel that the Federal meat inspection standards are, 
probably, the highest in the world. Our legislature—and I believe 
that you will remember the legislature—when this was passed, rec- 
ognized when they incorporated in our law the Federal standards 
were recognized as the standards, and they required our rules and 
regulations to follow these meat inspection laws and regulations, so 
far as possible. 

Mr. Hacren. You have the same standards. In that connection, do 
you know of any plants that you feel would qualify for Federal in- 
spection that have qualified for State inspections using the equal 
standards that have been refused inspection by the Federal service? 

Dr. Boyp. I do not recall any, but I can reverse that and tell you of 
one that we would not accept that was under Federal inspection. 

Mr. Hacen. You brought up another point. Go ahead and tell us 
about that. 

Dr. Born. There was a plant in Los Angeles that had been operat- 
ing under Federal inspection for many years. The death rate, so 
to speak, of meat plants is pretty high. They deteriorate and wear 
out rapidly. For some reason or another this plant, which was a 
major operator, by the way, a national packer, wanted to transfer 
over to State inspection. 

We refused it on the grounds the plant did not meet our sanitary 
requirements. 
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In explanation, possibly, the Federal Government cited the story 
they, probably have been working on that plant management to get 
it fixed up and, probably, they applied for State inspection to get out 
of the Federal requirement. 

Mr. Hagen. Thank you. I commend the gentleman for his knowl- 
edge. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you very much, Dr. Boyd. 

Did you have a statement to make ? 

Mr. Furuer. I am George M. Fuller and I am the representative 
of this group here in Washington, D.C. At this time I do not have any 
desire to make any statement. 

Mr. Poace. Our next witness is Mrs. R. C. Griffith, president of 
the R.C. Griffith Corp., Long Beach, Calif. We are glad to have you 
here. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. R. C. GRIFFITH, PRESIDENT, R. C. GRIFFITH 
CORP., LONG BEACH, CALIF. 


Mrs. Grirrira. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Mrs. Griffith, president of the R. C. Griffith Corp. 

We have been in business 43 years. 

I want to speak as to what inspection means to me personally, and 
speak for the members of the Organization of California Packers & 
Vendors and by vendors I mean jobbers. 

Mr. Poaae. If you care to be seated, you may. 

Mrs. Grirritn. No, I will talk too long, if I sit down. I am full 
of the subject. 

I have been coming back to Washington for 3 years. This is the 
first time I have had the privilege of coming before the committee, 
And I would dislike to go back to California and to hate to say, 
“Not. yet,” because we felt that if we could get in front of the com- 
mittee we would get proper recognition and get this bill passed and 
get relief. 

I speak only in the interest of restraint of trade that I think this 
causes and that this is not the American way of any business. 

You may ask how it restrains trade? May I reply by saying 
that we back there are State houses, and you are Federal houses. 
We have a larger buying market than you as a Federal house have, 
but we have not the outlet. For instance, the Democratic Conven- 
tion is going to meet in Los Angeles. We will wine you and dine 
you. I promise you that. 

I will start getting orders for New York steaks and the best roast 
beef we have in the house. If I was not an old hand at the business, 
I might be carried away by an order for a thousand New York 
steaks or a thousand this or that, but remember, that is only a small 
percentage of our carcass and maybe I will be left with 75 percent 
of the carcass that I have to dispose of. 

I am a State house. You are a Federal house. If you took the 
order, the next morning, after you delivered it, you can take down 
the phone and call up 35 installations, major installations, the Army, 
the Air Force, the Navy, and say, “I have fine stew beef, I have 
shanks, I have rounds,” and you can give them a very good price. I 
am a State house. 
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I have only the State that I can sel] to. That is discrimination. 
I have to sell cheaper to get rid of that, if I take the bait and supply 
a lot of these steaks for the Convention. I call that restraint of trade. 

We are not operating on the same level of interchange. 

You have asked several times, Do you know of anybody who has 
been refused Federal inspec tion? I have. 

I came to Washington with my story finally. I had built a beauti- 
ful new plant. I complied with all the regulations of the county. 
I was refused Federal inspection for over 5 years. 

As you know, the whole nature of the business has changed since 
the war. There are trucks moving over the highways. The horse 
and buggy days are gone. We are going up into Oregon and Wash- 
ington, down to San Diego, over into Yuma, into the. atomic field in 
the vs ulley, distributing our merchandise. 

I wanted to get into that field, I came to Washington and was 
received most graciously by the Department of Agriculture and 
within a few days I had my certification. 

The problem had been that my drains were not properly placed. 
They conformed to the county regulations. That cost me thousands 
of dollars to be taken up, to have those drains changed. 

It was over 5 years that I worked for that. 

Here at the Department of Agriculture I was immediately recog- 
nized. It has been a great impetus to our business and I have bene- 
fited very largely by it. 

There are things you have to give up when you go into the Federal 
inspections, but the compensation is much more 

In the early days when we started the business we simply supplied 
ships. There was no refrigeration. There were no trucks going in- 
terstate. And then as the schooners and the lumber hookers vanished 
from the Pacific we went into a new era. 

I do not think it is fair to keep our industry under the law of 1906, 
with the amendment of 1948. I am not going into that, because I 
do not believe in it. It is the 1906 regulation that. still hampers our 
industry. I do not believe that you are going to find all of the vendors 
and jobless in California wanting to be blanketed in. It will be those 
large enough to deal in interstate business who want to supply the 
Army and the Navy and the Air Force. I do not think that labor 
is interested in this. I think this is a small business problem. I 
think we should have recognition from that standpoint. And when 
you in Washington started putting so much accent on little business, 
we saw hope. 

I have been coming here for 3 years hoping that each time it would 
bring more material, Dr. Boyd has come back to present it. The 
Agriculture Department has written a bill acceptable to us. I do 
ask you please to give it serious consideration in this legislative 
session. 

At the time of the war when the Federal Government came in and 
took over so many of our plants, I think that it worked out very 
satisfactorily and everybody seemed pleased. 

Why, after 20 years, having written a bill without administrative 
and legislative enactment, can we not successfully pass this new bill 
which will take off this restriction that we are now operating under. 
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I am in the Federal House now, but I speak for the whole industry, 
There is no opposition between the Federal and State houses in the 
passage of this bill. There is no jealousy. 

We realize what benefits one will benefit all. And so it is with great 
expectation that I ask your cooperation in this legislation. 

oa Poace. We are very much obliged to you for your statement. 

I do not know whether I understood you correctly in one statement, 
As I understood you, you said you worked 5 years to get Federal in- 
spection ? 

Mrs. Grirriru. I did. 

Mr. Poacr. Because your house did not meet Federal requirements 
at that time? Is that true? If I understand it, if we pass this bill 
you still have to meet those Federal requirements before you can have 
State inspection take the place of Federal. I do not understand that 
this bill changes the requirements one iota. 

Mrs. GrirrirH. No: it does not. 

Mr. Poacr. You would have been denied the advantage of this 
bill if we had had this bill in effect—you would have been denied get- 
ting the right to sell to the Army camps? 

Mrs. Grirriru. I think T have learned my way around a little bit. 

Mr. Poace. You have learned. T am talking about the effect of 
the legislation. I do not see how the legislation could affect you one 
iota. 

Mrs. Grirriru. Well, maybe I am wrong. 

Mr. Poace. Do you understand ? 

Mrs. Grirriri. I have State inspection. 

Mr. Poacer. T do not understand that this bill automatically allows 
you to sell to the Army camp because you have State inspection. 

Mrs. Grirrirn. How about that, Dr. Miller—how would I be bene- 
fited if-I were not benefited before—how would this bill make it easier 
for me to have Federal inspection ? 

Dr. Mruter. I believe, Mr. Chairman, you have summed it up, that 
is, my understanding of it. 

Mrs. Grirriri. How about you. Dr. Boyd ? 

Dr. Boyp. You have made considerable improvement in your estab- 
lishment. I do not know whether the Federal Government has sur- 
veyed it or not. 

Mrs. Grirrirn. Yes: they have. That is exactly what they did. 

Mr. Poacr. Dr. Boyd, the point is, How will the passage of this bill 
have any effect in the world on Mrs. Griffith’s problem ? 

Dr. Boyp. I agree with you it would have no effect. 

Mr. Poacr. That is my understanding. You would still have to 
meet the Federal requirements before you could use the State inspec- 
tion in lieu of Federal. 

Are there any other neon 

Mr. Hacen. I know, Mrs. Griffith, that you are very respectful of 
the Federal service. But you have a feeling that the denial over that 
period was somewhat capricious. 

Mrs. Grirritn. [ think that it was the dotting of “i’s” and the 
crossing of “t’s.” You know there is a difference in inspections. Per- 
i ‘did something wrong, I do not know, but I know that until I 

‘ame to Washington I was unable to get it. 
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Mr. Poace. I am not making any charge, but let us assume it was 
entirely capricious. Under the terms of this bill, if the bill had been 
in effect, you would have had the same problem, with the same de- 
partment ¢ ; 

Mrs. GrirrirH. You are right. 

Mr. Poacer. It would not have helped you one iota / 

Mrs. Grirritu. We felt we were going to be benefited greatly by it. 

Mr. Poace. You were going to integrate on their terms ¢ 

Mrs. Grirritu. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. Their terms have not changed. It was their terms that 
held you up 5 years. And under this you would still be held up. 

Mrs. Grirriru. You are right. 

Mr. Hagen. Mr. Poage has touched the crucial issue but I assume 
that there cannot be a set of regulations specific enough to cover each 
without a substantial exercise of administrative discretions. I will 
draw this implication, that the situation could occur where a given 
inspector might be over-technical, unnecessarily technical, from the 
standpoint of unreasonably applying valid standards which of neces- 
sity cannot eliminate a large factor of personal judgment. 

Mrs. GrirrirH. We had an employee who went into the Federal 
inspection service and he was a very high standard man, and he al- 
ways seemed, when he came to our plant, to feel that he must bend 
over to find everything that he could that was not right. I finally 
called up and asked if I could have another inspector. It was granted 
right away. 

I do not have to submit to that. 

Mr. Poacr. How does your bill change that? The bill does not 
change that. 

Mrs. Grirriru. It will change the restrainer trade. 

Mr. Hagen. I have been on both sides of this question. It is a 
highly involved matter as we quickly learned today. The criteria 
stated here today appear to be valid but there is some evidence that 
they can get twisted in their applications either because of appropria- 
tion failures or sheer human error. 

Mr. Poace. This does not grant him any more money. > 

Mr. Hagen. It grants him flexibility of recognizing services of com- 
parable quality. And you remove some of the possibility of arbitrary 
refusal. That is one aspect of it. 

Mr. Poage. Thank you, Mrs. Griffith. 

Mrs. Grirrirn. Thank you. 

Mr. Poacr. We will now hear from Mr. Ed Jarvis, president, the 
Kold-Kist Corp., Los Angeles, Calif. 


STATEMENT OF ED JARVIS, PRESIDENT, KOLD-KIST CORP., 
LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Mr. Jarvis. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
president of the Kold-Kist Corp., frozen food. 

We also operate a meatpacking plant. 

I think that it would be a waste of time to go over many of the 
points already covered, some of them several times. 

I might bring out some new points as to where this particular bill 
will help many people in the meat business. For instance, a meat 
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jobber under this bill, who could get Federal recognition of California 
State inspection then is free to trade with other people under this 
same inspection. ‘Today, he cannot. 

A State house may buy federally inspected carcass meat, but it 

cannot then sell persons that meat, because most of the people doing 
processing will lose the identity, particularly i in hamburger and cuts, 

The Federal Government, by the same token, who furnishes the 
armed camps, or the armed services, are getting a higher price for 
that meat today, than they can and will, if this bill is recognized, 
because they will have much greater competition. The State houses, 
then, who might have a surplus of short loins or some other cuts could 
well bid on the order being put out for bids. 

It has many, many adv: antages, economically, and as a packer, I 
do not see why we should not have that consideration. It enables 
the Government to save money. You know that we are paying 
enough taxes. 

We badly need consideration, as I say, and I do not want to 
over too many of the remarks already made, but I think that Cali- 
fornia State inspection with many years of experience behind it, has 
proven that it is equal to and equally qualified to render this inspec- 
tion service. 

The Federal Government recognizes foreign inspection. I might 
state this because we, also, operate a packing plant in Old Mexico. 
The regulations there are a direct translation of the Federal law. 

They are lived up to as nearly as possible. 

And so is the California State law a direct duplication of the Fed- 
eral law, as near as it can be. 

Actually, that is all we are here asking for, is a recognition of the 
fine State service now available. 

That is all I have. 

Mr. Poace. If you are now meeting all of the Federal requirements, 
[ presume that you are meeting all of them—— 

Mr. Jarvis. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. If you are meeting all of the Federal requirements— 
and we will assume that—why can you not get Federal inspection 
without extra cost 4 

Mr. Jarvis. I can get Federal inspection. The minute I do, I cut 
off my source of supply—a large part of it. I then can buy only 
from Federal houses. Now I can buy from all of these fine State 
houses. 

Mr. Poacr. Do you mean that you are talking about processed meat? 

Mr. Jarvis. Iam talking about cuts of meat, rounds, ete. 

Mr. Poace. You are not talking about buying animals? 

Mr. Jarvis. That is right. 

Mr. Poacr. You are not a slaughterer ? 

Mr. Jarvis. I am in Mexico but not in the State of California. We 
ship only boneless meat from Mexico. We buy lots of beef cuts in 
California. 

Mr. Poacer. I fail to see what you want to do. What you are want- 
ing to do, then, is to move this State inspection out of the plant that 
is not certified by the Federal Government ? 
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Mr. Jarvis. No, we want certified, very definitely. This bill pro- 
vides that it is certified if it meets the Federal standards. We are 
asking only that the Federal Government recognize the State of Cali- 
fornia inspection. 

Mr. Poacr. The Federal Government recognize the California 
State inspection on a parity with the Federal Government? The bill 
does not do that. It says that the Federal can make an agreement to 
recognize a specific plant. Is that what the bill does? 

Mr. Jarvis. Only if it meets the requirements. 

Mr. Poacs. That is correct. But you mean that you are then go- 
ing to be allowed to buy meat, and you meet all of the Federal re- 

uirements, therefore, under the terms of this bill, you can have the 

State inspector inspect your meat, and that is sufficient. And then 
your meat can move into the channels of trade in interstate com- 
merce. 

Mr. Jarvis. Right. 

Mr. Poacr. For example, here is an old-fashioned slaughterhouse, 
that is not too clean. He is just running an old slaughterhouse and 
as long as it is permissible under his State law, he can sell his meat to 

ou. 

Mr. JArvis. This bill does not provide for the recognition of an 
inspection system that is not equal to the Federal inspection system. 
It is very clear on that. 

Mr. Poacr. I do not think it does, either, but if you are right in 
your interpretation, the mere fact that your plant gets Federal in- 
spection recognition 

Mr. Jarvis. If I qualify. 

Mr. Poacr. Covers the slaughterer and everybody else. 

Mr. Jarvis. I have to disagree with that. 

Mr. Poage. Are you telling us then that your understanding of 
this bill is that you can buy meat from anybody ? 

Mr. Jarvis. Only those houses properly qualified who have met 
the standards of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Poacr. They can get Federal inspection and recognition right 
now. i 

Mr. Jarvis. For some of them it is not economically sound to get 
Federal inspection, for this reason, No. 1, one of the requirements for 
Federal inspection is, “How much of your business do you anticipate 
doing in interstate commerce?” How do I know? How does he 
know until he gets into business? But that is one of the questions. 

Mr. Poacr. Of course, you have got to know that. That is the 
reason that we all feel—many of us feel—that the purpose of this bill 
will primarily help somebody, as Mr. Short pointed out, who is near 
an Army camp and sells to them. When he does, he is in interstate 
business, so far as the inspection service of the Government is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. Jarvis. Theoretically, he is allowed the same privileges. 

Mr. Poser. And he is in the interstate business. 

Mr. Jarvis. Yes, right. That is what this bill provides for. The 
Federal recognition of the California State inspection, which is equal 
to that of the Federal inspection. 

Mr. Poagr. If it is equal to it, I cannot, for the life of me see why 
you cannot use the Federal inspection service. 
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Mr. Jarvis. As I stated before, it would cut off my source of supply, 
unless all of the other places that are duly qualified have the same 
privilege. 

Mr. Hermpurcer. May I question the witness ? 

Mr. Poacr. Yes. 

Mr. Hermpureer. I have been interested in this problem for a couple 
of years, Mr. Chairman. As a matter of fact, I talked to Mrs. Grif- 
fith, I expect 2 years ago about this. And I believe that for the first 
time I am beginning to get an understanding of why these people 
from California want this bill. 

Is it your assumption, Mr. Jarvis, that if this bill were enacted, 
virtually all of those plants which are not receiving State inspection, 
would become qualified as Federal plants? 

Mr. Jarvis. Very definitely, if these plants are now qualified State 
houses, they are up to the standards asked by the Federal Government, 
although I cannot speak for other States. 

Mr. Hemeurcer. In other words, you assume that a great majority 
of them, of the California-inspected houses, their phy sical plants and 
their method of operation are such as would qualify them for the 
Federal recognition ? 

Mr. Jarvis. Yes, I think so. 

Mr. HermsBurcer. But is the reason why a great many of them can- 
not now obtain Federal inspection because they can make no showing 
that they have any chance of doing a substantial interstate business! 

Mr. Jarvis. That is one of the reasons, definitely. 

Mr. Hermevcrcer. Is it right a processing plant is a Federal house, 
where you cut up the meat and resell it and process it, you could buy 
only federally inspected meat ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Jarvis. Right. 

Mr. Hemrevrcer. That requirement applies to you as a Federal 
plant and while it does apply to you, yet the fact that a packer who is 
licensed under the California inspection regulations wants to sell to 
you, a Federal plant, is not a basis for Federal recognition, is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Jarvis. That is one of the reasons. 

Mr. Hermevrcer. Let me ask Dr. Clarkson about that. Do you 
understand the question I am asking? 

Dr. CiarKson. I wish that you would state it again. 

Mr. Hermecrcer. Is a showing by an intrastate plant that wants to 
sell its carcasses to a federally inspected plant within the same State 
a qualification for Federal inspection ? 

Dr. CuarKkson. That is right. 

Mr. Hermepcureer. It would be so recognized ? 

Dr. Crarxkson. That is right. That is evidence of interstate 
commerce. 

Mr. Hermeburcer. Suppose I have a packing plant which up to now 
has been engaged only in intrastate business, and I have no intention 
of ever shipping a carcass out of the State of California, but I do want 
to sell to Mr. Jarvis who operates some kind of processing plant, and 
in order for him to buy from me, I have to have F ederal inspection. 
Is that the basis for a valid reason for Federal inspection ? 
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Dr. Cxuarxson. I did not state that right. Just to sell to him is 
not evidence of interstate commerce, because he may handle your 
carcasses, and handle them within the State, but if you are going to 
supply a F ederal plant with meat for processing, for sausage, for 
hams, and for all of that sort of thing, then that is evidence “of the 
movement of your carcasses into channels of interstate commerce and 
that is a sufficient showing on that point to justify your request for 
Federal inspection. 

Mr. Poace. Did you ever turn down a packinghouse when ony 
requested Federal inspection, on the ground that they were not sel 
ing in interstate commerce ¢ 

‘Dr. CuarKson. On the ground that their proposal did not show 
that they were going to move their product in interstate commerce / 

Mr. Poacr. Yes. 

Dr. CiarKson. I do not know. I presume that we may have. 

Mr. Poacr. How could you have done so? If they had had a good 
lawyer, he would be able to plead that they expected to sell some- 
body in interstate commerce. 

You do not have any recollection of ever having turned down 
anybody in the State of California on the ground that ‘they had failed 
to plead that they were going to hope to sell in interstate commerce, 
have you ¢ 

Dr. CLarkson. I do not remember. 

Dr. Miter. It works like this: The applicant makes out a form. 
One of the questions concerns his intentions to sell in interstate com- 
merce. And, if so, it would not be turned down. 

Mr. Poace. That is right. You never have had an application 
turned down on the erounds that he did not show that he was going 
to do business in interstate commerce? 

Dr. MitiEr. So long as the application clearly stated his intention. 

Mr. Poacr. And every application you have ever had from the 
State of California clearly showed that he had the intention of doing 
business in interstate commerce, did it not? 

Dr. Miter. I do not know. y 

Mr. Poage. As a matter of fact, have you turned down any appli- 
cation in any State where the applic ant. said that he was going to 
do business in interstate commerce? 

Dr. Mituer. There are those cases where the applicant does not 
intend to do that. 

Mr. Poacr. Why does the applicant indicate that? Why does he 
ever indicate that? 

Dr. Mitter. An applicant who needs Federal inspection needs it to 
sell to federally inspected plants, to sell to someone for shipment in- 
terstate, to sell to a governmental agency. 

Mr. Poace. That is right. Why, then, would anybody ever apply 
if he did not intend to do those things?’ Why should ‘he apply to 
you—he gains nothing by applying to you? 

Dr. Mier. I think that I ean sum it up. He would like to have 
the mark of inspection as an advertising device. That is just what 
happens sometimes. 

Mr. Poacr. I come back then to the question—I am curious about 
this thing—can you get it from your records—I do not expect you to 
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have it here—but I do think that you might tell us whether you 
actually remember ever having turned down one single application 
because it did not show an attempt to do business in interstate com- 
merce. 

Dr. Mrtuter. I am not sure that I can find such a file, but I know 
that it has happened. 

Mr. Poacr. If you would get the file and show us just how many 
have happened in the last 20 years, it would help. I want to get this 
inthe record. I want the names of those you turned down. 

Dr. CuarxKson. I think there is one aspect of this that leads to quite 
some confusion. We have had quite a number of cases down through 
the years. I cannot think of a specific instance of rejection of an 
application, but a city and a State may adopt an ordinance stating that 
they will allow distr ibution in the ec ity of only those meats which are 
inspected by their own force or which are federally inspected, or if 
they have a State system, which are State inspected. Then some 
operator w ho is outside of that city, but who has no intention of send- 
ing his products interstate wants to get them into the city, so he applies 
for Federal inspection. There is no ground for us to respond to that 
kind of an application. 

(The data referred to above is not available and therefore cannot be 
supplied.) 

Mr. Poacr. After all, all he has to do is to sell to someone in Shreve- 
port, La., or offer to trade with him. 

Dr. Ciarkson. And he qualifies. That may be, but that was not 
his intention—that was not really what he wanted. 

Mr. Poacr. He could testify that he intends to do so, in all good 
faith. If may be that he intends to do it for the specific purpose of 
qualifying. There is nothing in your law that says why he is going 
to engage in interstate commerce. He may do it to get the certificate. 
aah ry has to do is say that he will do that, to qualify. 

CrarKkson. Most of these cases come to light and this factor 
is aa known in the course of correspondence, or in the course of 
conversation. When we get right down to an application we may find 
that we have not had to refuse any, but we know that the situation 
has arisen from time to time. 

Mr. Poacer. I would want to see if you have actually turned down 
any applications and if you turned down any from the State of 
California. 

Mr. Hermporcer. Dr. Clarksor., after you receive an application 
which shows on its face that the applic ant would be eligible for 
Federal inspection, do you make some investigation to see if he actu- 
ally does have a prospect of shipping in interstate commerce, and do 
you require that any percentage of his production go into interstate 
commerce ? 

Dr. Crarxson. There is no stated evidence that we would require, 
unless we had some collateral information to indicate otherwise that 
his intent. was not in accord with his statement. 

Mr. Hermevurcer. Suppose you had reason to believe that he did 
not have any prospect of selling meat across State lines, would you con- 
duct an inquiry ? 

Dr. CLtarkson. We would discuss it with him; yes. 
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Mr. Hermpcrcer. I know the answer to this, but—— 

Mr. Poacr. Before you get to that, [ want to go a little further. 
There is not a single thing that you can do, as I understand it, if I want 
to run a packing ‘pl int in Waco, Tex., and I never sell one pound out- 
side of the county, but I decide I want Federal inspection, and I am 
willing to pay for it, and I am going to offer somebody in Shreveport, 
La., steaks at 15 cents a pound, and he takes me up on that offer, “Yes, 
I will buy the steaks at 15 cents a pound if you have Federal inspec- 
tion,” and then I can, in all good faith, in perfect honesty, tell you that 
I have a prospective customer in Shreveport, and there is not a thing 
inthe world that you can do about it. 

Dr. CLrarkson. Nothing in the world. 

Mr. Poace. How can anybody who has sense enough to read and can 
fill in an application fail to qui lify / ¢ It may cost me $2 or $3 to do it, 
but I can still get your inspection. You cannot keep me oul because 
of the interstate commerce clause, can you / 

Mr. Hermecrcer. I want to ask this for my own interest. 

When a plant has been approved and is receiving Federal inspec- 
tion, do you inspect all of the output of that plant, or only that part 
which he designates is going into interstate commerce ? 

Dr. CLarkson. We inspect all of it. 

Mr. Hermevrcer. That is what I thought. That leaves me just as 
far in the dark as I was. 

Dr. Boyd, may I inquire of you how many State, but non-Federal, 
pli ints are in California ? 

Dr. Born. There are 365 plants, approximately. 

Mr. Hermevrcer. They are under State, but not under Federal 
inspection 4 

Dr. Boyp. Yes. 

Mr. Hermevrcer. What would you do if all of these plants applied 
tomorrow for Federal inspection / 

Dr. CLarKson. Well, that is a question that can only be answered in 
one way. We would have to evaluate each of these applications as we 
would if only one of them came in, There is no way, under the law, 
where we can turn one down because we think there are tod many of 
them. 

Mr. Hermeurcer. In other words, you would try to provide 365 new 
inspectors for California / 

Dr. CLarkson. We would have to shift our force. That might cause 
some slowdown in other plants. We would have to provide the number 
of inspectors that are needed. It would not be 365 inspectors, or what- 
ever the number is. 

Mr. Hermmpurcer. I understand that. 

Dr. CLarkson. We sometimes have one inspector for several plants; 
sometimes we have a number of inspectors for one plant, depending 
upon the size of the business. 

Mr. Hacen. I want to commend Mr. Poage and Mr. Heimburger 
on their analysis of this problem. 

It has been stated here by the Department witnesses, mere intent 
to sell to a Federal house is a sufficient qualification for Federal in- 
spection assuming the application is made and the applicant’s plant 
meets Federal standards. 
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Dr. CrarKkson. The physical product of the plant has to move in 
to the federally inspected plant and it cannot be without being 
federally inspected. When it is in there, it is in the channels of 
interstate commerce. 

Mr. Hagen. Let us take a hypothetical example. Mr. Jarvis has 
a Federal house. I have a State house. I can visualize that maybe 
3 months from now I might have some beef stew or something left 
over that I would like to sell to Mr. Jarvis. So I want a F ederal 
license. On that kind of a showing can I get one? 

Dr. Crarkson. You are moving products into his establishment? 

Mr. Hagen. Into a Federal house. Presumably this intent alone 
provides the Federal incident entitling me to Federal inspection. 

Dr. CLarkson. That would be moving into channels of interstate 
commerce. And you cannot go in there unless you have Federal 
inspection. 

Mr. Hacen. But could I get it on the basis that I anticipate 3 
months from now I will make a sale to him without any firm show- 
ing in that regard. 

Dr. Cuarkson. I do not know of any reason why you could not. 
What keeps going through my mind is this, that you want to sell 
him the carcass—he can buy the carcass and distribute it within the 
State of origin, but he cannot bring it into that plant. 

Mr. Hacen. That is right. I intend to sell them in a way to get 
them into his plant. 

Dr. CxiarKkson. That satisfies the reasonable intention of moving 
your product into interstate commerce. 

Mr. Hagen. Let us say that I got my license and made only one 
sale in 3 years, would you have the authority to revoke my grant on 
that basis, when you know that my plant is just the same physic ally ? 

Dr. CiarKson. If it is established that there is no interstate busi- 
ness, we have no authority to continue with the inspection. I do not 
know of any case where it has happened. 

Mr. Hagen. You know of no such case ? 

Dr. CLarkson. None that I know of. 

Mr. Hacen. Would you discontinue it on the basis I was no longer 
engaging in interstate commerce ? 

Dr. Mitter. The plant owner can very quickly solve the question 
by saying that he is in the course of opening up business across the 
State line or in a Government plant. There is no level of interstate 
business that the plant must conduct to get the inspection. It is enough 
that he needs it to stay in business. There could be a period during 
which he would have no customer who would qualify him technically. 
The fact that he continues on with the inspection, and that he states 
he intends to continue to engage in that kind of business, in other 
words, in response to this theoretical situation you mentioned, we 
would raise the question, but say that there would be cases that could 
satisfy the question immediately, just as I said earlier, by telling us 
that he intends to open up the kind of business that would qualify him 
for this. 

Mr. Hacen. To get. back to Mr. Poage’s point, I am not. sure that 
you have answered it unequivocally. As to this applicant, do you 
go back. of his stated intention to engage in some kind of interstate 
transaction ? 
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Dr. Miuter. I endeavored to talk to the situation that you identified, 
as remember it. We have a packer here who has the inspection and 
for a long period of time he has not sold in interstate commerce. 

Mr. Hagen. That is the question I presented. You said that you 
would not yank his permit. 

Dr. Mutter. That is right. 

Mr. Hagen. Though he is no longer demonstrably in interstate 
business. 

Dr. Mitter. That is correct. 

Mr. Hacen. But to get back to Mr. Poage’s question, do you go back 
of this man’s stated intention to engage in Federal transaction ? 

Dr. Minuer. You are asking if we would go:back of it ? 

Mr. Hacen. Yes. 

Dr. Miuuer. I say that is not the rule to go back. We accept his 
statement on its face. 

Mr. Hacen. There is nothing required of him to prove it or any- 
thing like that ? 

Dr. Mitter. That is right, because there is this practical situation 
that we know from experience that a packer will not normally go to 
the expense of qualifying for the inspection unless he needs it. It is 
not only this first expense of putting his plant in shape, but he has 
an inspector under that plan; he is operating under control that nor- 
mally is not fascinating to a plant operator who does not need the in- 
spection. 

Mr. Breepinc. As a businessman you could not affort to ask for 
this Federal inspection, because if you did then you would jeopardize 
the other business with which you trade 4 

Mr. Jarvis. I could still sell the State houses. 

Mr. Breepine. In other words, would not most of the packing 
plants in the State have to be recognized by the Federal Government 
before you could ask for Federal inspection ¢ 

Mr. Jarvis. The sheer numbers alone, the 366 plants versus 164, I 
believe it is, the first being the State and the second the Federal, cuts 
down my source of supply. This, also, cuts down on the number of 
plants that can bid on this Army, Navy, and whatnot business. By 
the pure mechanics of competition the Government can buy at a 
cheaper price, because these State houses have times when they can 
afford to sell cheaper, because they have an oversupply of these prod- 
ucts, and being a State house in my particular business, unless this bill 
is recognized, we still have to remain State, because we have had ex- 
perience over the last good many years, 20 years to be exact, or a little 
over, during periods of short supplies, when some of the larger 
packers, who have their own supply houses, for the restaurant trade 
and the like, where we would have been in one bad shape if we had 
not been just State. 

Mr. Hagen. I want to ask one more question of Dr. Clarkson. 

Mr. Poacr. I am not stopping Mr. Jarvis, but Dr. Clarkson said 
that he could remain until 12 o’clock, and he has remained 40 minutes 
over. I am just excusing Dr. Clarkson. 

Mr. Hacen. I want to ask Dr. Clarkson or Dr. Miller one question. 
What costs are involved in getting and keeping the Federal inspection 
inthe plant? Are there any permit fees involved ? 
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Dr. CrarKson. There are no fees required. There is one cost that 
must be paid directly if overtime operations are involved. Whatever 
expense the Government has in terms of overtime payment to its. in- 
spectors must then be reimbursed to the Department by the establish- 
ment that operates out of the set hours. That is the ony thing that 
might be called in the nature of fees. 

Mr. Hacen. What is the overtime rate for the Federal inspectors? 

Dr. Mitier. $4.04 an hour. That is according to the grade of in- 
spectors, however. 

Mr. Hagen. Dr. Boyd, what is the overtime rate in California? 

Dr. Boyp. We run from $4 and something an hour. I do not have it 
in pennies. 

Mr. Poaaer. Is there anything further? 

Mr. Jarvis. I would like to add this. It is very obvious, if these 
many State houses believed that they can benefit from this Federal 
inspection and have the free movement of merchandise, many of them 
would have applied by this time. So, in closing, I would like to ask 
this committee to consider this—— 

Mr. Hacen. What do you mean by that statement—would you re- 
peat that? 

Mr. Poace. Go ahead and repeat it. 

Mr. Jarvis. My statement was that if many of these State houses 
now operating could have seen it economically sound to make a Fed- 
eral change they would have done so. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Poace. Thank you. I understand that Mr. Fuller wants to 
make a statement. 

It is necesssry for me to leave at this time, and I am going to ask Mr. 
Breeding to take the chair. 

Mr. Brereptne (presiding). We will be glad to hear from you now, 


Mr. Fuller. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE M. FULLER, WASHINGTON REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, COMMITTEE FOR EQUITY IN MEAT INSPECTION 


Mr. Futver. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want 
to bring out this point, first of all, the gentlemen representing the 
Federal Government employees could not get witnesses here. I would 
like to put in the record the fact that our three witnesses came from 
California and they all arrived here in time. We were notified the 
same as everybody else as to the time of the hearing. 

We have been kicking around with this bill for a long time. We 
would like to have early action at this time, Any further delays, of 
course, we believe is unnecessary. I hope that early action will be 
had by the committee, and favorable. 

Mr. Breeprna. If you have any further remarks that you should 
like to present for the record, they will be included in the record, 

Mr. Forver. I would like to summarize some of the things that 
have been said before. 

First of all, this bill was drafted in the Department of Agriculture. 
They understood our problem. We laid our problem before them. 

In view of that we went to the Department of Agriculture, and 
their people drafted this bill and with consent, of course, of Mr. 
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Hagen and others. I am trying to bring out the point that we wanted 
as well what they wanted, to safeguard themselves. 

We do not see in this bill any of the pitfalls that the people from 
labor seem to think exists. 

A year ago in March, I believe, the Department of Agriculture 
gave us a complete clean bill of health from this legislation as it was 
formerly written, not as favorable to the Department of Agriculture 
then as it is now, but they gave us a complete clean bill of health. 

In the interim the Chicken and Poultry Act, an inspection act, had 
become the law of the land. 

They found that in the inspection of chickens and poultry, the 
States wanted to pass cost across all of this service which formerly 
the States used to assume back to the Federal Government. They, 
also, found that this was a new type of industry for the Federal in- 
spection, and they had quite a bit of a problem in administrating it. 

So, apparently, that was the reason that they decided then in a 
subsequent report last year that they reversed themselves completely 
and did not want this type of legislation. 

I think that history ought to be known and in the record. The 
report that was issued on February 18 was a rather interesting report, 
because it is sort of a contradiction in itself. In the second para- 
graph they say that it would have the potential of increasing Federal 
expenditures for meat Inspection service. a 

I read that, of course, to mean to me that more additional people 
would be required to supervise the several States. 

Then in the next paragraph they state that H.R. 8951 would enable 
the Secretary of Agriculture to use State meat inspectors in the De- 
partment’s meat inspection programs. __ Deas" 

So they tell us again that enacting this type of legislation would 
definitely reduce or hold down the expansion of costs now going on in 
carrying out this inspection. 

Congressman Horan had to go back to his State, as you know, but 
he was going to give a report today on the cost. The cost in this meat 
inspection has been going up the last 3 years at a very alarming rate. 
So he had something to say, because he is on the Subcommittee of 
Agricultural Appropriations, handling that appropriation. 

I think we should, also, realize that this bill—I am coming back to 
some points that were brought up here today—is not a mandatory 
piece of legislation. It is a voluntary thing. It is completely wide 
open, so far as the Department of Agriculture is concerned. They 
wanted it written that way. They wanted to be able to come in and 
designate this house as being OK, State inspected, paid by the State 
of California, that that house with its facilities and everything else 
was OK. 

And they could come in and designate that house—not this one— 
but that one. So it is wide open. 

I realize that within the Department there is a little bit of contro- 
versy over the fact that some of the people might want it complete 
statewide, in other words, what I am saying is that they would say to 
Dr. Boyd, “Your 366 houses may be permitted to issue these several 
stamps.” 

Mr. Hacen. May I interrupt there? My understanding is that 
these people are not seeking the right to use the Federal stamp. 
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Mr. Futuer. Yes, they could use it. 

Mr. Hacen. They want the privilege of selling in interstate com- 
merce, to Federal agencies, and abroad. 

Mr. Fuuxer. This does not, this bill, bring that point out. It is 
wide open in that regard. It is wide open. 

Mr. Hagen. I see no reason to give them the Federal stamp, but I 
do see a reason to give them the right to sell in interstate commerce, 
through State inspection. 

Mr. Fuier. That is r ight. That is completely their latitude. This 
bill leaves that wide open to them. There is nothing in here, in any 
way, that forces the Federal Government to carry on with this act. 

In fact, after this legislation is passed if they see fit not to license 
any State or any house 3 in any State, that is their prerogative. I do 
not know why there is any reason for anybody to read into this more 
than they wanted to put into it themselves. 

The 366 houses in California do not represent all of the slaughter- 
houses and all of the packing houses in California. 

There are many rules that we have in California, such as that a 
town with less than 28,000 people cannot have State inspection. That 
would be covered by this inspection, and those sorts of things. 

The figure was given a bit ago that 20 percent of all of “the meat 
consumed in America was from State houses, or otherwise inspected— 
not Federal. The inference was that 80 percent was federally in- 
spected. That is not correct. 

Actually, the answer is that 70 percent is federally inspected, 20 
percent is by the State, and 10 percent is what the chairman thought 
about a bit ago—slaughtering cows under a mesquite bush. That is 
for home consumption. There is, approximately, 10 percent that is 
in that category. 

Mr. Hacen. It was not the intent to give the Federal stamp, but 
to remove the disability of a presently restricted category of sales. 

Mr. Fvtier. There is another point which has not been brought out 
here which I think should be made clear. There are 366 houses in 
the State of California that would apply immediately for Federal 
inspection. I do not know of anyone that would not, if they could 
get Federal inspection for intrastate who sell to the military installa- 
tions. That is very important. 

We have been kicking this interstate commerce part around quite 
a bit. Interstate is one thing; but for you to sell to any Federal in- 
stitution, you have to have a Federal inspection. And the Federal 
inspection is not available to you for that purpose alone. Do I make 
that point clear? 

Mr. Hacen. That contradicts the testimony, I believe, of Dr. 
Miller. 

Mr. Futter. That is why I thought I would clarify that point. 

Mr. Hagen. The statement was made that mere intent to sell toa 
Federal agency was sufficient to qualify under the interstate aspect of 
it: is that not correct ? 

Mr. Futter. That is not the experience of Dr. Boyd and his people, 

Mr. Hacen. Would you comment on that? 

Dr. Boyp. We have many plants in California that have been de- 
nied the privilege of selling to Army installations. As a matter of 
fact, we were back here several years ago trying to get the Army to 
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recognize the inspection. These plants cannot sell tothe Army. They 
cannot get Federal inspection on the basis of that. 

Mr. Hacen. You know that they cannot as a matter of policy, but 
not as a matter of statute. 

Do you say further that in practices mere stated intent to sell has 
not been regarded as sufficient evidence of a proposed interstate 
business ¢ 

Dr. Boyp. I am not administering the Federal meat inspection, 
but I have been told by our people that they could not get Federal 
inspection just because they wanted to sell to the many Federal 
agencies in California. As you know, there are a great many of them 
there. 

There is one other point that I want to bring out, if I may—that 
is, that California is a meat-importing State. We practic ally import 
9) percent of all of the pork production. We import our beef pro- 
duction and a great deal of our lamb, even though we are a large 
sheep State. 

This idea of qualifying to interstate movement is more or less out 
of the picture in California. 

It was only a few years ago that there were only seven Federal 
plants in ¢ ‘alifornia that moved any meat. out of the State at all. The 
old Federal requirement was that they had to do 25 percent interstate 
business. Now I do not know what the Federal standard is for grant- 
ing Fededal inspection. I know of places that want to sell Federal 
installations that cannot get Federal inspection, unless they engage in 
interstate business. 

Mr. Hagen. That seems to contradict the testimony of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture witnesses. They testified that there were instances 
where Federal inspection would be granted even without a started 
intent to move meat interstate. 

Dr. Mixer. Apparently, communication has broken down here. 
Actually, what we said earlier was that selling to the Federal agency 
isthe kind of evidence of interstate business that justifies an inspection 
for a packer, assuming that he meets the requirements. 

As a practical matter, there is no buying restriction. Asa practical 
matter, it is like chasing a jack rabbit. 

It is probable, as Dr. Boyd has stated, as he characterized the old 
meet inspection organization, that it had some kind of percentage re- 
quirement, but. th: at has droped by the wayside long since and it is 
completely impractical. 

Mr. Hagen. I did not mean to interrupt you. 

Dr. Boyp. As I understand, we have no special standards, so far as 
interstate business is concerned. Mr. Poage was bringing out the point 
that if we sold a little meat to one customer, or if he did, , then he could 
get Federal inspection. Our people do not think so. 

In fact—as a matter of fact, people who want to sell to the national 
park, a Federal installation, like the Sonora plant, have not been able 
to get Federal inspection on the basis that they want to sell Federal 
agecnies. 

Dr. Mrier. To the extent that any specification incident seems to 
contradict what I said I would like to have an opportunity to look 
into it, because I have expressed our established policy. Whether there 
are some other factors entering into the Sonora plant application, it 
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would be interesting to determine. I am not personally familiar with 
that application. 

Dr. Seri Another point is that they denied Federal inspection 
because they cannot supply the inspection—they cannot supply this 
little fellow with inspection. In other words, we have no quarrel with 
the fact that all of our plants go into Federal inspection, but they 
cannot supply the inspection to do the job. 

For instance, in the Sonora case, the plant operates only a day or 
two a week, and they could not give inspection—that is, the Federal] 
Government. 

Mr. Fouuier. I thought that I would answer Mr. Heimburger’s ques- 
tion a little more precisely. His question was—if I am a State house 
and I am a producer of Prime beef, I cannot sell to the Federal] house, 
He cannot take my meat, because it came from a slaughterer who was 
State licensed. That is the answer to your question. 

When you get into this business of people like Mr. Jarvis, he may 
have 90 percent of his processed meat going into intrastate business, 
but every now and then, if he wants to sell the Safeway Stores or 
some large chainstore organization, there is just the possibility that 
one small package of that—or one case of it will get into Yuma, Ariz., 
or over into Phoenix, Ariz., or Las Vegas. And if it does, he is in for 
a lot of trouble. 

As Dr. Boyd said, the movement is normally into the State of 
California and not out of it—so that there is not, normally, the de- 
mand for that. However, he has to be very careful. 

He cannot operate and sell to that kind of trade, because he will 
have a $500—up to $30,000—fine if his product moves into interstate 
commerce by error. There is only one thing for him to do. He is 
ruled out. 

That is complete discrimination, in my book. The thing for him 
to do is to freeze his own source of supply, to take care of that 1 pound 
of beef that might go in. 

As I said earlier, this legislation is implementing the old 1906 act, 
really. That is what it is doing. There was an attempt to change it 
in 1948. It was changed back, and that was primarily for appropria- 
tions reasons. 

It will continue top inspection of meat. And we say that in the 
State of California the grade of that inspection will depend entirely 
upon the U.S. Department of Agriculture. They are the ones who 
write the ticket. 

No one can look at this bill and imagine that you are going to have 
a lowering of the standards of meat; I do not believe that it will do so. 

The sole administrator of this act, this piece of legislation, is Dr. 
Clarkson and Dr. Miller and their staff. They will see to it and doa 
far more thorough job than that which is being done in Argentina or 
Australia or any other foreign country. 

That State house knows that they are being supervised, and if the 
supervisor finds something wrong he will lose his license right away. 
I think it will be even faster than now, because of the close personal 
contact between the State level and the Federal. 

Mr. Breeprne. Are there any further questions? 
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Mr. Hermpurcer. Just before you leave the stand, let me ask Dr. 
Miller the same question I asked Dr. Clarkson. But I want to put it 
a little bit differently. 

As Dr. Boyd has said or testified, as far as physical requirements 
are concerned virtually all of the packinghouses which receive Cali- 
fornia inspection, but are not federally inspected in California at this 
time, would qualify physically for Federal imspection. 

Let us assume that virtually all of them would. If all of these 366 
packinghouses were to apply tomorrow for Federal inspection, would 
you in fact be able to provide the inspection for them within budget- 
ary limitations of the next few years? 

Dr. Miter. I feel like I should comment on that requirement aspect 
because of the factual matter that enters into all reviews of appties - 
tions. 

Mr. Hermpcrcer. I know it does. 

Dr. Mitier. But I would like to sort of refer back to a comment 
that Dr. Boyd made in connection with an application that his or- 
ganization received from a plant that has given up Federal inspection. 

It is a recognized routine that whenever an inspection organization 
has an opportunity to make a fresh start with a company, they 
endeavor to bring the facility requirements up to date. 

It is conceivable that there are plants in California that might be 
considered to be comparable to this example that Dr. Boyd men- 
tioned of plants that came out of the Federal system. It is conceiva- 
ble that there are plants, if they came up for consideration today, 
that have maintenance plans that are in the picture for bringing the 
facilities up to date. These would be put into effect in connection 
with the review of the application, so invariably that means that there 
is a stringing out of grants in connection with the large number of 
applications, which gives the organization an opportunity to adjust 
its manpower assignment. 

As Dr. Clarkson said, every effort would be made. And I am 
sure that 300-and-some additional plants would present quite a prob- 
lem in manpower requirement, but every effort would be.made to 
use the available manpower to cover every plant who gets to receive 
this inspection. 

It is conceivable that during this stringing out that it is inevitable 
in the processing of all of these applications, where plants are in 
varying degrees of compliance, that the financial needs could be 
reflected in a request for additional money. 

In other words, a supplemental request would be possible in con- 
nection with sucha ‘iceman 

Mr. Hermecrcer. Do you feel that you would have, or be able to 
get, qualified inspectors when you get the additional money? 

Dr. Miter. It is not easy, especially when you need veterinarians. 
As a practical matter, however, what has happened in connection with 
the shift over from California inspection to Federal inspection that 
occurred during the war, that the inspectors who are already there 
are available for employment—I mean, the inspectors who are already 
in those plants are available for employment. 

Mr. Hermevercer. In other words, they would drop the State in- 
spectors, and you would pick them up ? 

Dr. Miter. That is it. 
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Mr. Futzer. In answer to Mr. Heimburger’s question, I must re- 
mind the committee that this is a bill not applic able only to C alifornia 
but to the 50 States. So when you see the tremendous job iny olved, 
Mr. Heimburger, in your question, if they all should, then you can 
imagine what would happen if all 50 St: ites wanted to do the same 
thing. 

Here is a type of cooperation that we have found very, very work- 
able in other departments, such as the Food and Drug, including milk 
and what have you. 

This piece of ‘legislation on meat is the only one which has been left 
out of that category. Meat inspection is the only one that is not in- 
cluded in a cooperative approach throughout the States, generally 
speaking. There may be other exceptions, but this is the only one that 
I know of. 

So this is not a departure in any manner or form from the normal 
procedure. It is that the States shall assume and continue the burden 
for the inspection of meats. Supervision above that level shall have 
supervision by supervisors qualified for this. 

Mr. Breepine. We thank you, Mr. Fuller, and the witnesses from 
California and other areas who have testified here this morning. 

] have here a letter addressed to Mr. Poage, from the Am: algamated 
Meat Cutters & Butcher Workmen, which I will ask, unless there is 
objection, to be placed in the record at this point, as well as a telegram 
addressed to Mr. Poage by Peter Eckrich & Sons, Inc. 

(The letter dated March 31, 1960, and the telegram dated March 31, 
1960, follow :) 


AMALGAMATED MEAT Cutters & BUTCHER 
WORKMEN OF NORTH AMERICA, 
Chicago, Ill., March 31, 1960, 
Hon. W. R. Poace, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Livestock and Feed Grains, 
House Committee on Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 

DeAR CONGRESSMAN PoaGeE: Thank you for the invitation to appear before the 
Subcommittee on Livestock and Feed Grains on Friday, April 1, to testify on 
H.R. 8951, H.R. 8954, and H.R. 187. Unfortunately, notice of the hearings did 
not reach me until about 3 p.m. on Wednesday, March 30. As a result. I will 
not be able to prepare adequately for these hearings I therefore will be unable 
to testify. 

The legislation which you are considering is, in the opinion of our union, ex- 
tremely dangerous. We feel it would greatly weaken meat inspection and would 
sow tremendous suspicion and distrust in the meat industry. Instead of having 
a Federal program which is now highly respected by ail parts of the industry, 
we would have several programs with each inspected firm believing the other one 
was getting away with something. 

The State programs which would assume some of the powers of the Federal 
inspection agencies would be a lot more open to pressure. As a result, the pres- 
ent independent objective and consumer protective meat inspection program 
would be seriously harmed. 

Best regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARNOLD MAYeER, Legislative Representative. 


Fort WAYNE, INb., March 31, 1960. 


Hon. W. R. Poace, 
House of Representative, Washington, D.C.: 

We understand fhat bills permitting meat products of approved State inspec- 
tion to be shipped in interstate commerce are being considered by the Livestock 
Committee. We heartily approve such a move. 
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i i State inspected with 
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